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1997-1998  SAN  FRANCISCO  CIVIL  GRAND  JURY  RELEASES  REPORT  ON  OVERTIME  COSTS 

IN  THE  CITY 

Overtime  expenditures  for  the  past  three  years  have  been  almost  double  the  budgets  for  overtime  approved  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 

MUNI,  the  Fire  and  Police  departments  are  the  major  excess  users  of  overtime. 

The  Grand  Jury  found  generic  and  pervasive  situations  citywide  which  include  the  following: 

• Chronic  understaffing. 

• Cumbersome  hiring  practices  and  requirements. 

• Hiring  rates  that  do  not  equal  attrition  rates. 

• Unrealistic  budget  practices  and  policies  including  conscious  “understaffing”. 

• Excessive  workers  compensation  and  disability  claims,  and  some  employees  earning  more  when  disabled  than 
when  working. 

• Provisions  in  memorandums  of  understanding  (union  contracts)  that  stifle  modernization  and  efficiency. 

MUNI’s  revised  overtime  budget  for  1997-1998  is  $2,097,61 1.00  As  of  May  15,  1998,  $25,429,958.00  had  been  spent  on 
overtime. 

The  Fire  Department  spent  the  amount  of  overtime  budgeted  for  the  entire  year  in  the  first  three  months  of  the  fiscal  y car. 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  additional  funds  late  in  1997,  as  of  May  15,  1998  the  Fire  Department  has  spent  over 
$1  million  in  excess  of  the  supplemental  appropriation. 

One  individual  who  works  at  the  Airport  was  paid  over  $170,000  in  one  year  due  to  excessive  overtime. 

At  the  current  rate  of  spending  the  Police  Department  will  exceed  its  revised  overtime  budget  by  22% 

Thirty  departments  are  required  to  file  overtime  reports.  As  of  June  10,  1998  only  one  department  had  filed  the  report 
which  was  due  May  1st. 

The  Grand  Jury  report  contains  may  findings  and  makes  66  recommendations  to  reduce  overtime  costs  of  the  C it\ 
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Copies  of  the  report  will  be  available  at  9:00  a.m.,  at  the  Grand  Jury  Office.  400  Me  x v San 

Francisco,  CA  94102. 
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OVERTIME 


SUMMARY 

The  1997-98  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ)  received  a report  from  the  Controller’s  Office 
outlining  Overtime  Expenditures  by  Department  for  the  fiscal  years  1995-96,  1996-97 
and  1997-98  (latest  revision  as  of  the  pay  period  ending  5/15/98),  hereafter  referred  to  as 
The  Overtime  Report.  The  report  indicated  overtime  expenditures  well  in  excess  of 
budgeted  amounts,  and  in  excess  of  revised  budgeted  amounts,  for  many  of  the 
departments  listed.  (See  APPENDIX  A for  a copy  of  the  report) 

Figures  stated  that  for  fiscal  year  1997-98,  the  “revised”  citywide  overtime  budget  totaled 
$34,713,091.  However,  actual  overtime  paid  through  May  15,  1998,  citywide,  already 
totaled  $65,085,653. 

The  CGJ  felt  it  was  particularly  important  to  undertake  an  investigation  into  the  causes  of 
and  possible  remedies  for  overtime  expenses  that  seemed  excessive  Therefore,  the  CGJ 
selected  a representative  sample  of  the  reported  departments,  specifically  including  those 
departments  that  exceeded  their  budgeted  amounts  by  the  largest  percentages  The 
sample  departments  were:  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI),  San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
(SFFD),  San  Francisco  Police  Department  (SFPD),  Community  Health  Network,  San 
Francisco  International  Airport,  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  Water  Department 
(PUC). 

The  CGJ’s  investigation  yielded  findings  and  recommendations  that  fell  into  two 
categories.  It  was  decided  to  address  general  issues  and  specific  departmental  issues 
separately.  Findings  and  recommendations  from  and  for  each  of  the  two  categories  have 
been  developed  and  are  presented  herein 
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First  were  the  findings  that  seemed  generic  and  pervasive  throughout  the  entire  City  and 

County  of  San  Francisco.  These  issues  included: 

• Chronic  understaffing  in  many  departments  and  agencies. 

• Cumbersome  hiring  practices  and  requirements. 

• Hiring  rates  that  do  not  equal  expected  attrition  rates. 

• Unrealistic  budget  practices  and  policies  including  conscious  "underfunding." 

• Excessive  workers’  compensation  and  disability  claims,  and  some  employees 
earning  more  when  disabled  than  when  working. 

• Provisions  in  memorandums  of  understanding  that  stifle  modernization  and  cost 
efficiency. 

Second  were  the  findings  that  were  specific  to  a particular  agency  or  department.  For 

example: 

• The  Municipal  Railway's  "revised"  overtime  budget  for  1997-98,  is  $2,097,61 1 . 

As  of  May  15,  1998,  $25,429,958  has  been  spent  on  overtime.  This  amount  is 
73.26%  of  the  total  citywide  "revised"  overtime  budget  and  is  over  40%  of  the 
total  citywide  overtime  expenditures. 

• In  1997-98,  several  MUNI  transit  operator  supervisors  have  overtime  in  excess  of 
50%  of  their  base  salaries.  As  a result,  there  are  numerous  cases  where  total 
compensation  for  a supervisor  exceeds  $100,000. 

• As  of  May  15,  1998,  the  SFFD  has  spent  $6,574,217  in  overtime.  This  amount 
exceeds  its  "revised"  overtime  budget,  including  a supplemental  appropriation,  by 
over  one  million  dollars. 

• At  the  current  rate  of  spending,  the  SFPD  will  end  the  current  fiscal  year  with 
overtime  expenses  of  approximately  $17,551,921  — which  will  exceed  its 
"revised"  overtime  budget  by  22.56%. 

• Airport  information  revealed  4,692.25  overtime  hours  reported  for  one  individual, 
with  a sum  total  for  overtime  wages  paid  of  $172,880.09  to  him. 

• As  of  May  15,  1998,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has  already  spent  more 
than  double  its  1997-98,  "revised"  overtime  budget. 
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• The  1997-98,  overtime  budget  for  the  Water  Department  was  revised  upward  by 
75.69%.  As  of  May  15,  1998,  overtime  spending  already  exceeds  double  the 
"revised"  budget. 

It  also  emerged  that  monitoring  of  overtime  expenses  is  inadequate 

• Thirty  departments  were  required  to  file  the  overtime  report  specified  in  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  18.13  regarding  maximum  permissible 
overtime.  As  of  June  10,  1998,  only  one  department  had  filed  its  required  report 
that  was  due  on  May  1st.  (See  Appendix  C for  the  Code  Section) 

Some  of  the  problems  investigated  are  particularly  ingrained  in  the  culture  of  the 
workforce  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  will  be  difficult  to  change 
without  a genuine  re-thinking  of  the  best  interests  of  the  City  and  County  as  a whole.  The 
implicit  obligation  to  maintain  a level  of  fiscal  responsibility  in  the  financial  operations 
of  the  City  and  County  has  been  relegated  to  obscurity.  The  inherent  difficulties  in 
fundamentally  changing  an  ingrained  culture  are  acknowledged. 

PROCEDURES 

Documents  reviewed  by  the  CGJ  include  the  following  (a  complete  list  of  documents 
reviewed  appears  as  Appendix  E): 

• the  Controller’s  Overtime  Report  covering  fiscal  years  1995-96,  1996-97,  and 
1997-98  (through  5/15/98);  (See  Appendix  A for  a copy  of  this  report.) 

• completed  CGJ  questionnaires  to  City  departments  regarding  overtime, 

• previous  CGJ  reports; 

• responses  of  City  departments  to  previous  CGJ  reports, 

• a Budget  Analyst’s  report  regarding  overtime; 

• a Controller’s  memorandum  regarding  overtime; 

• MOUs; 

« SFFD  documents;  and 
® MUNI  documents. 
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Persons  interviewed  by  the  CGJ  include  the  following  (a  complete  list  of  individuals 
interviewed  appears  as  Appendix  F): 

• the  Controller  and  Assistant  Controller; 

• the  Budget  Analyst; 

• the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  (DHR); 

• the  Director  of  MUNI,  and  numerous  other  MUNI  managers; 

• the  Deputy  Chief  of  the  SFPD; 

• the  Undersheriff;  and 

• members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

BACKGROUND 

For  the  last  several  years,  actual  overtime  wages  accrued  and  paid  in  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  have  totaled  approximately  twice  the 
amount  originally  budgeted  and  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
This  excess  overtime  has  necessitated  mid-year  budget  revisions  and,  in  the  most  extreme 
cases,  supplemental  appropriations  have  been  required  to  meet  actual  overtime  expenses. 

For  the  last  two  years,  approximately  forty  percent  (40%)  of  the  total  overtime  was 
accrued  by  and  paid  to  employees  of  the  Municipal  Railway.  That  percentage  is  holding 
steady  during  the  current  fiscal  year.  Other  departments  spending  significant  sums  for 
overtime  and  exceeding  their  budgets  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  Fire  Department, 
the  Police  Department  and  the  Water  Department  (PUC).  (See  APPENDIX  A for 
specific  figures) 

The  Fire  Department  has  received  particular  notoriety  this  year  because  it  consumed  its 
entire  annual  overtime  budget  during  the  first  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year.  As  a result,  the 
SFFD  was  required  to  seek  a supplemental  overtime  appropriation  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  A supplemental  appropriation  was  approved  and  has  been  consumed  prior 
to  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 
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Both  the  Police  Department  and  the  Airport  have  exceeded  their  overtime  budgets 
significantly,  yet  neither  has  been  required  to  undergo  scrutiny  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  These  departments  and  others  have  been  able  to  move  funds  from  various 
accounts  into  overtime  accounts  to  meet  the  additional  overtime  expenses. 

In  1995,  in  an  effort  to  monitor  overtime  expenditures  in  the  City,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  approved  Section  18.13  in  the  Administrative  Code  regarding  maximum 
permissible  overtime.  (See  APPENDIX  C for  the  entire  Code  Section)  In  summary, 
overtime  is  not  to  exceed  sixteen  percent  (16%)  of  the  number  of  hours  an  employee  is 
scheduled  to  work  on  a straight-time  basis  in  a fiscal  year.  The  section  exempts  certain 
categories  of  uniformed  and  emergency  employees  in  the  SFPD,  SFFD,  Muni  and 
Department  of  Public  Health  from  maximum  limitations.  This  Code  Section,  however, 
does  apply  to  non-uniformed  employee  categories  in  those  departments.  It  also  applies 
to: 

" . . any  department  that  had  actual  overtime  expenditures  of  $25,000  or  greater 

in  the  immediately  preceding  fiscal  year." 


The  Code  Section  requires  a detailed,  biannual  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
specifying  excess  overtime  granted  and  overtime  expenditures  Reports  are  to  be 
submitted  on  January  5th  and  May  1st  of  each  year  to  the  Budget  Analyst  with  copies  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Budget  Analyst  is  to  report  back  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  by  February  5th  and  June  1st  respectively  with  an  assessment  of  the  reports 
received. 


However,  the  CGJ  learned,  in  the  responses  to  a questionnaire  it  developed  and  submitted 
to  various  City  departments  and  agencies,  that  many  departments  were  not  complying 
with  the  reporting  requirements  of  the  Code  Section.  In  fact,  many  departments 
maintained  they  were  not  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  Code  Section  or  its  reporting 
requirements.  It  also  emerged  that  the  Budget  Analyst  was  not  demanding  compliance 
with  the  Code  Section  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  was  not  monitoring  compliance 
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Findings 

• Many  departments  are  not  complying  with  the  reporting  requirements  of 
Administrative  Code  Section  18.13. 

• Many  departments  maintain  they  were  not  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  Code 
Section. 

• The  Budget  Analyst  does  not  monitor  or  demand  compliance  with  the  Code 
Section. 

• The  Board  of  Supervisors  does  not  monitor  compliance  with  Code  Section  18.13. 

• The  Overtime  report  submitted  to  the  CGJ  by  the  Office  of  the  Controller  showed 
that  thirty  (30)  departments  were  required  to  file  the  overtime  report  specified  in 
Code  Section  18.13.  The  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Office  of  the 
Budget  Analyst  have  confirmed  to  the  CGJ  that  as  of  June  10,  1998,  only  one 
department  has  filed  its  required  report  which  was  due  on  May  1 . 

• There  is  no  provision  in  the  Code  Section  for  enforcement  of  the  reporting 
requirement. 


Recommendations 

1.  The  Budget  Analyst  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  inform  all  covered 
departments  and  agencies  of  the  existence  and  requirements  of  Administrative 
Code  Section  18.13. 


2.  The  Budget  Analyst  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  monitor  compliance 
with  Code  Section  18.13.  This  should  begin  immediately. 


3.  The  Budget  Analyst  and  Board  of  Supervisors  should  require  all  presently 
delinquent  reports  to  be  submitted  within  45  days  of  notification  of  the 
requirement  to  report. 
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4. 


The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  consider  methods  for  enforcement  of  the 
reporting  requirements. 


GENERAL  ISSUES 

STAFFING  ISSUES 

The  most  pervasive  issue  that  surfaced  throughout  the  departmental  responses  to  the  CGJ 
questionnaire  was  that  of  inadequate  staffing.  Every  department  surveyed  pointed  out 
that  it  has  operated  consistently  with  numerous  budgeted  positions  that  were  vacant  In 
almost  all  cases,  overtime  was  required  to  back-fill  the  vacancies. 

Vacancies  did  not  occur  overnight,  and  cannot  be  eliminated  overnight  The  consensus 
presented  by  the  departments  surveyed,  however,  is  that  staffing  levels  deteriorated 
suddenly  in  the  early  1990’s  when  the  City  was  in  a particularly  tight  budget  crunch 
With  reduced  revenues  to  appropriate,  the  City  sought  to  reduce  costs  and  City 
employment  rosters  through  an  early  retirement  incentive  plan.  The  plan  was  too 
successful  and  decimated  the  ranks  of  experienced  personnel.  According  to  the 
departments  surveyed,  current  understaffing  stems  from  that  period 

Certain  of  the  departments  surveyed  operate  under  mandated  staffing  and  service  levels 
These  departments  include  the  SFFD,  SFPD,  MUNI,  Department  of  Public  Health  and 
San  Francisco  International  Airport.  These  departments  provide  essential  services  24 
hours  per  day,  365  days  per  year.  For  these  departments  adequate  staffing  is  essential  to 
maintain  mandated  services.  For  specific  employee  categories  within  these  departments  a 
pool  of  qualified,  temporary  workers  does  not  exist.  A temporary  police  officer,  fire 
fighter  or  bus  driver  does  not  exist.  If  regular,  base  salary  personnel  are  not  available, 
overtime  is  the  only  option  for  these  departments. 

Today,  however,  in  many  of  the  departments  surveyed,  the  current  rate  of  hiring  does  not 
even  equal  the  rate  of  departmental  attrition.  In  othei  words,  certain  dq  are 

barely  treading  water  in  their  personnel  requirements.  Understaffing  has  become  a 
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chronic  condition  that  will  require  aggressive  action  to  correct.  Until  staffing  levels  are 
adequate,  overtime  to  back-fill  vacancies  will  continue  to  be  necessary. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

Throughout  its  investigation,  the  CGJ  has  heard  a recurring  excuse  for  the  use  of 
overtime:  Overtime  is  required  because  staffing  is  inadequate  and  budgeted  positions  are 
left  vacant  for  long  periods  of  time. 

Much  of  the  dissatisfaction  for  this  chronic  condition  is  directed  at  the  Department  of 
Human  Resources  (DHR).  Department  managers  often  blame  DHR  for  delays  in  the 
hiring  process  that  cause  vacancies,  which  in  turn  require  overtime  to  be  paid  citywide. 
The  DHR  feels  it  has  inadequate  resources  and  personnel  to  fulfill  its  mission. 

There  were  various  complaints  that  the  mandated  City  hiring  process  for  Civil  Service 
jobs  is  particularly  cumbersome  and  slow,  with  voluminous  employee  categories. 
According  to  one  source,  there  are  at  least  fourteen  required  steps  from  requisition  to 
filling  of  a new  Civil  Service  position.  Provisional  hires  are  somewhat  faster  but  still 
require  repetitive  and  cumbersome  procedures.  (See  APPENDIX  G for  mandated  hiring 
outlines) 


Although  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  was  created  in  1994  by  the  voter  passage 
of  Proposition  F,  today  it  is  still  archaic  in  its  technology.  It  does  not  yet  have  adequate 
computer  capability  to  track  hiring  functions  such  as  recruitment,  examination  and 
certification.  As  a result,  some  of  these  functions  have  been  delegated  to  individual 
departments  that  have  the  staff  and  expertise  to  do  their  own  hiring.  Consequently,  there 
is  no  central  depository  for  personnel  information.  Instead,  personnel  information  is  now 
fragmented  and  scattered  throughout  the  City  in  various  departments. 

In  early  1998,  the  DHR  implemented  an  automated  system  called  SIGMA  that  performs 
certification  and  applicant  tracing.  In  addition,  a proposal  to  build  an  Internet  function  to 


automate  requisition  processing  is  currently  under  consideration.  Funds  have  also  been 

budgeted  for  the  planning  of  a Human  Resources  Information  System.  The  wheels  of 

progress  are  grinding  slowly  in  bringing  the  DHR  ‘on-line.’ 

Findings 

• The  Department  of  Human  Resources  is  clearly  understaffed  and  is  therefore  not 
able  to  fulfill  its  objectives  and  mandates. 

• Satellite  personnel  departments  exist  in  departments  such  as  the  Municipal 
Railway  and  are  mandated  to  facilitate  and  accomplish  departmental  hiring. 
These  satellite  departments  are  also  understaffed  and  may  have  inexperienced 
personnel. 

• The  hiring  process  required  for  all  City  employees,  whether  for  a so-called 
provisional  hire  or  for  a Civil  Service  hire,  is  particularly  cumbersome, 
duplicative  and  repetitive.  (See  APPENDIX  G for  outlines  of  mandated  hiring 
procedures) 

• Hiring  is  even  more  difficult  because  current  lists  of  eligible  candidates  are  not 
available  for  numerous  City  job  classifications.  Testing  to  determine  eligible 
candidates  and  create  official  lists  does  not  occur  on  a regular  basis.  As  a result, 
departments  are  forced  to  resort  to  provisional  hiring  rather  than  permanent 
hiring.  The  provisional  hire  attrition  rate  is  higher  than  the  Civil  Service  hire 
attrition  rate  and  overtime  is  consequently  higher. 

• There  is  an  excessive  number  of  Civil  Service  employee  categories 

Recommendations 

5.  The  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Director  of  Human  Resources  should 
review  staffing  requirements  for  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  and  adjust 
accordingly  to  reflect  the  actual  number  of  personnel  needed  to  accomplish  the 
objectives  and  mandates  of  the  department. 
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6.  The  DHR  department  budget  should  be  revised  to  appropriate  adequate  funds  to 
hire  and  train  any  additional  personnel  required. 

7.  The  Human  Resources  department  should  implement  an  aggressive  hiring  plan  to 
achieve  the  realistic  personnel  requirements  of  the  Department  of  Human 
Resources  within  a reasonable  period  of  time. 

8.  The  Department  of  Human  Resources  should  review  the  staffing  requirements  of 
satellite  personnel  departments  and  adjust,  fund  and  train  accordingly. 

9.  The  Department  of  Human  Resources  should  be  mandated  to  conduct 
employment  testing  at  regular  intervals  and  to  maintain  accurate,  current  lists  of 
eligible  candidates  for  all  categories  of  City  and  County  employees.  They  should 
be  adequately  funded  to  accomplish  this  mandate. 

10.  The  Department  of  Human  Resources  should  work  together  with  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  to  streamline  the  Civil  Service  hiring  process  through  elimination  of 
excessive  numbers  of  civil  service  employee  categories. 

1 1 . The  Department  of  Human  Resources  should  complete  its  process  of  automation, 
as  quickly  as  possible.  The  DHR  should  also  have  adequate  funding  to 
accomplish  this  necessary  automation. 

THE  BUDGET  PROCESS 

Article  IX  (Financial  Provisions)  of  the  San  Francisco  City  Charter  details  the  budgetary 

procedures  to  be  utilized  by  all  City  and  County  departments.  (See  APPENDIX  D for 

relevant  sections)  A brief  general  description  of  the  budgetary  process,  as  outlined  in  the 

City  Charter  follows: 
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Budget  requests  submitted  by  the  various  city  departments  are  based  on  perceived 
justifiable  expenditures  for  the  upcoming  fiscal  year 

The  budget  process  is  typically  initiated  at  the  department  level  by  the  department 
head  and  the  budget  is  then  submitted  to  the  department’s  commission  (where 
applicable).  Mayor’s  Budget  Office,  Finance  Committee  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  the  full  Board. 

During  the  budget  review  process  the  Mayor  may  approve  the  departmental 
budget  request,  reduce  it  or  increase  it.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  may  approve  or 
reduce  the  budget.  It  may  also  increase  the  Mayor’s  budget,  but  only  if  the 
aggregate  changes  do  not  cause  the  expenditures  to  exceed  the  amounts  proposed 
by  the  Mayor. 

Each  of  the  parties  involved  in  the  budget  process.  Controller’s  Office,  Board  of 
Supervisors,  Mayor,  Commissions  (where  applicable),  and  Department  Heads,  has  a 
responsibility  to  submit  and  approve  a budget  that  reflects  the  true  nature  of  the  finances 
required  to  support  City  services. 

By  City  Charter,  the  annual  budget  must  be  submitted  by  the  Mayor  by  June  1st,  and 
adopted  no  later  than  August  1st.  The  Budget  Analyst  reviews  the  budget  after  its 
submission  and  renders  an  opinion  on  it  to  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  full  Board  of 
Supervisors  prior  to  its  final  approval.  The  budget,  of  course,  is  lengthy,  detailed  and 
complicated.  The  Budget  Analyst  is  allowed  only  two  weeks  in  which  to  review  the 
budget  before  the  Finance  Committee  starts  its  hearings. 


The  “salary  savings”  concept  is  a clever  budget  expedient  that  originated  years  ago  and 
was  part  of  the  budget  process  during  the  terms  of,  at  least,  four  previous  Mayors 
Unfortunately  it  is  still  ‘in  vogue’  in  the  budget  process  under  the  current  Mayor.  “Salary' 
savings”  contends  that  no  department  will  ever  be  fully  staffed  c ntinual 

attrition.  “Salary  savings”  prevents  a department  from  being  fully  staffed  in  accordance 
with  the  number  of  its  authorized  positions.  When  a department  is  subject  to  “salary 
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savings,”  and  most  city  departments  are,  authorized  vacant  positions  cannot  be  filled, 
thereby  inhibiting  the  service  and  mission  of  the  department. 


For  example,  in  a hypothetical  department  there  may  be  100  authorized  positions.  If  the 
department  is  subject  to  an  assumed  ten  percent  (10%)  “salary  savings”  (or  a presumed 
10%  vacancy  through  attrition),  the  department  will  only  be  permitted  to  have  90 
positions  filled  at  any  time  throughout  the  fiscal  year.  The  approved  budget  will  provide 
funding  for  90  positions.  The  funds  are  for  base  pay,  sick  leave,  holiday  pay,  military  or 
jury  leave,  and  the  premium  pay  account.  The  fallacy  in  "salary  savings"  is  that  there 
will  be  attrition  among  the  90  filled  positions  and  the  department  will  be  further 
understaffed.  Therefore,  during  a typical  fiscal  year  some  of  the  funds  budgeted  for  the 
above-named  accounts  will  not  be  spent. 


When  overtime  results  from  further  understaffmg,  and  actual  overtime  expenses  exceed 
the  amount  specifically  budgeted  for  overtime,  unspent  budgeted  funds  can  be  transferred 
from  the  pay  categories  listed  above  to  overtime  accounts.  This  technique'  is  part  of  the 
"salary  savings"  process  and  circumvents  the  budget  process  because  it  is  accomplished 
at  the  department  level  and  does  not  require  review  or  approval  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  As  a result,  true  overtime  expenses  are  obscured. 


It  should  be  noted  that  a review  of  actual  overtime  expenditures  for  the  past  three  fiscal 
years  demonstrated  budgeted  funds  for  overtime  were  consistently  exceeded  for  many 
City  and  County  departments.  The  resulting  citywide  actual  overtime  expenses  are  more 
than  double  the  original  budgeted  amounts  and  almost  double  the  revised  budgeted 
amounts.  (See  Appendix  A for  specific  figures) 


The  following  table  contrasts  the  original  and  revised  budgeted  amounts  and  the  actual 
overtime  expenditures  citywide: 
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For  Year: 

Original  Budget 

Revised  Budget 

Actual 

1997-98 

$28,320,523 

$34,713,091 

$64,085,653 

(through  5/15/98) 

1996-97 

$26,873,605 

$34,937,801 

$68,966,806 

1995-96 

$29,193,999 

$33,404,145 

$59,300,047 

Currently,  departments  are  allowed,  without  the  Board  of  Supervisors’  review  or 
approval,  to  transfer  funds  from  their  permanent  and  temporary  ‘base  salary’  accounts,  as 
well  as  from  their  holiday  and  premium  pay  accounts,  to  overtime  accounts.  This  occurs 
to  cover  overtime  expenditures  that  exceed  the  original  or  revised  fiscal  year  overtime 
budgets  previously  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  As  shown  in 
the  table  above,  actual  overtime  expenditures  consistently  exceed  overtime-budgeted 
funds  so  this  practice  occurs  regularly. 


An  interview  with  a member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  suggested  an  unwritten  policy 
or  attitude  with  regard  to  the  appropriation  of  overtime  funds.  It  was  asserted  that 
departmental  overtime  budgets  are  often  deliberately  underestimated  in  an  effort  to 
control  overtime  expenses.  The  justification  for  this  approach  seems  to  be:  ‘If  they  don’t 
have  it  budgeted,  they  will  spend  less.’ 

Findings 

• Underestimating  overtime  budget  requirements  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  fiscal 
responsibility.  The  result  is  a ‘balanced’  budget  that  is,  in  fact,  not  balanced  It  is 
a budget  where  all  parties  are  aware  that  budget  revisions  and  supplemental 
appropriations  will  be  required. 

• The  “salary  savings”  technique  contributes  to  unrealistic  budgeting 
appropriations.  It  contributes  to  understaffing,  requires  the  juggling  of  funds  from 
various  accounts  to  overtime  accounts  and  results  in  inefficient  operations  within 
the  subject  departments  where  it  is  mandated. 
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• The  budget  review  and  oversight  process  is  too  compressed.  The  Budget  Analyst 
is  given  too  little  time  to  allow  for  adequate  review  prior  to  the  start  of  Finance 
Committee  hearings. 

• Much  of  the  budget  process  is  concentrated  in  the  Office  of  the  Mayor.  Formerly, 
individual  departments  drafted  budgets,  based  on  historical  precedent,  and 
incorporated  anticipated  future  needs.  Proposed  budgets  were  then  presented  to 
the  office  of  the  Mayor  for  review  and  revision.  Today,  it  appears  the  office  of 
the  Mayor  informally  controls  individual  departmental  budget  requests. 

• Departments  have  been  advised  by  the  Mayor’s  office  they  should  not  formally 
submit  to  the  Controller  a budget  that  has  not  been  agreed  to  by  the  Mayor’s 
office  prior  to  its  submission. 

• Two  weeks  is  far  too  short  a time  to  allow  for  adequate  review  and  analysis  of  the 
budget  by  the  Budget  Analyst.  The  Finance  Committee  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  are  therefore  put  in  the  position  of  approving  a budget  without 
adequate  time  or  information  from  its  own  watchdog. 

Recommendations 

12.  The  Mayor  and  department  heads  should  budget  base  salaries  and  overtime 
realistically,  based  on  historical  precedent,  so  that  every  annual  approved  budget 
reflects  a true  and  accurate  fiscal  picture  for  the  City  and  County. 

13.  The  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors  and  department  heads  should  reduce  the 
emphasis  on  “salary  savings”  in  the  budgeting  process,  and  work  with  individual 
departments  to  achieve  optimum  staffing  levels  utilizing  adequate  base  salary 
appropriations. 

14.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  should  require  that  the  proposed  budget  be 
presented  to  the  Budget  Analyst  for  analysis  and  review  at  least  forty-five  days 
prior  to  the  Finance  Committee  deliberations. 
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15.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  be  required  to  pass  an  adequately  funded  budget 
that  reflects  the  realities  of  expected  expenditures  in  the  City  and  County. 


16.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  should  return  the  budget  process  to 
individual  departments  and  require  department  heads  to  annually  submit  a 
realistic  budget  request. 


17.  The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  work  with  individual 
departments  to  reduce  and  control  overtime 

DISABILITY  AND  WORKERS’  COMPENSATION  ISSUES 

It  is  an  obvious  corollary  that  excessive  absenteeism  within  the  regularly  scheduled  work- 
force will  result  in  excessive  overtime  as  workers  are  required,  at  overtime  wages,  to  fill- 
in  for  their  absent  co-workers.  There  are  many  causes  for  absence  of  workers,  but 
perhaps  the  major  one  is  employees  who  are  on  workers’  compensation  because  of  injury 
or  sickness.  The  1996-97  Civil  Grand  Jury  investigated  the  San  Francisco  City  and 
County  Workers’  Compensation  program.  They  reported  that  the  annual  Workers’ 
Compensation  (WC)  costs  exceeded  $63,000,000  in  1996,  and  concluded  that 

“ . . . the  City  should  review  its  full  salary  continuation  and  salary 
supplementation  policies  and  stop  compensating  employees  more  when  not 
working  than  when  working.” 

In  its  required  response,  dated  October  28,  1997,  the  Department  of  Human  Resources 
concurred  with  the  finding  but  stated  it  was  unable  to  implement  any  changes  Any 
adjustments  to  the  current  system  that  provides  full  salary  while  on  disability  would 
require  agreement  with  and  from  the  unions.  In  continuation,  the  Department  of  Human 
Resources  stated  it  would  be  unable  to  change  current  practices  that  allow  an  employee  to 
receive  higher  than  base  salary  while  on  disability  because  such  a change  would  be 
subject  to  collective  bargaining  and  therefore  unlikely  to  occur. 
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It  is  possible  for  an  employee  to  receive  full  salary  or  higher  than  base  salary  when  on 
disability  leave  because  the  City  supplements  maximum  disability  rates  to  bring  total 
compensation  to  the  employee's  regular  pay  level.  The  effect  on  the  employee  is  to 
increase  his  take  home  pay  since  there  are  no  income  taxes  on  disability  pay. 
Consequently,  the  employees  make  more  money  when  disabled  than  when  working. 

The  1996-97  CGJ  recommended  the  implementation  of  a citywide  Return  to  Work 
program  and  recognition  and/or  rewards  for  individual  or  departmental  efforts  to  contain 
or  reduce  Workers'  Compensation  costs.  The  Department  of  Human  Resources 
responded  that  further  analysis  of  these  recommendations  was  required.  Human 
Resources  noted  that  implementation  of  any  Return  to  Work  program  would  be  subject  to 
collective  bargaining  and  suggested  incentives  or  rewards  should  be  directed  toward 
injury  prevention  rather  than  toward  cost  containment  efforts. 

The  Department  of  Human  Resources  Performance  Summary  for  fiscal  year  1996-97,  the 
most  recent  year  available,  noted  that  there  were  statutory  increases  in  the  maximum 
permanent  disability  rate  of  16%  (from  $198.00  per  week  to  $230.00)  and  in  the 
maximum  temporary  disability  rate  of  10%  (from  $448.00  per  week  to  $490.00). 

Also  in  the  Performance  Summary,  General  Fund  and  Special  Fund  Workers’ 
Compensation  Expenditures  were  itemized.  Specifically,  in  1996-97: 


Police  received  disability  pay  totaling  $2,843,164  (down  from  $3,035,339  in 

1995-96). 

Firefighters  received  $4,910,126  in  1996-97  (up  from  $3,451,273  in  1995-96). 

These  two  categories  totaled  $7,753,290  or  87.16%  of  the  General  Fund  disability 
pay  total  of  $8,895,695,  for  fiscal  year  1996-97. 
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Fire  Department 

On  October  21,  1997,  it  was  revealed  in  the  local  newspapers  that  the  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department  had  already  spent  its  entire  annual  overtime  budget  of  $2.2  million  - in  three 
months.  In  fact,  the  department  had  already  spent  $2.45  million.  The  main  culprit  was 
allegedly  the  high  disability  rate  that  results  in  excessive  overtime  to  cover  shifts  of  those 
out  on  disability.  Fire  Chief  Demmons  stated  in  the  article  that  with  an  average  of  1 10  of 
his  department’s  1500  uniformed  personnel  on  disability  in  any  given  week,  he  has  no 
option  but  to  pay  overtime.  He  further  stated  that  the  problem  isn’t  that  more  firefighters 
are  claiming  disability  but  that  those  on  disability  are  staying  out  longer.  It  was  also 
reported,  in  the  San  Francisco  Examiner , January  8,  1998,  that,  according  to  a Fire 
Department  report,  98  firefighters  were  injured  last  year  in  the  firehouses,  not  at  fires, 
and  those  injuries  accounted  for  2,248  lost  days  of  work. 

The  SFFD  went  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  late  1997  for  a $2  million 
supplemental  overtime  appropriation  and  was  required  to  submit  an  Action  Plan  to  reduce 
overtime  costs.  In  the  Action  Plan,  emphasis  was  placed  on  worker’s  compensation  and 
disability  issues.  Greater  personal  accountability  and  oversight  were  highlighted,  as  was 
the  availability  of  a new  “Light  Duty  Policy.”  In  addition,  a disability  verification  unit 
was  to  be  implemented.  The  SFFD  was  launching  an  “aggressive  action  plan”  to  combat 
overtime,  with  an  emphasis  on  controlling  the  skyrocketing  costs  of  disability  leave  by 
firefighters. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  ultimately  approved  $1,825  million  for  overtime  costs,  plus 
$50,000  for  investigation  costs  and  $50,000  to  hire  a nurse-case  manager  to  help  handle 
disability  cases. 

On  March  5,  1998,  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle  raised  the  red  flag  again  with  a warning 
from  Controller  Ed  Harrington  that,  based  on  the  department’s  latest  pay  period,  it  could 
overspend  its  overtime  budget  by  another  $2.76  million.  Deputy  Chief  Harold  Gamble 
disputed  this.  In  the  June  8,  1998,  Overtime  Report  prepared  by  the  Office  of  the 
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Controller  for  fiscal  year  1997-98,  through  the  pay  period  ending  5/15/98,  the  SFFD  was 
shown  as  having  spent  $6,574,217  in  actual  overtime. 

Municipal  Railway 

On  January  28,  1998,  the  San  Francisco  Examiner  reported  Municipal  Railway  workers 
on  average  take  more  than  four  times  longer  to  return  to  work  after  an  on-the-job  injury 
than  do  other  California  transit  agencies  workers.  The  Examiner  asserted  that,  for  every 
100  MUNI  employees,  the  number  of  lost  work  days  per  year  is  515,  compared  to  125 
lost  workdays  for  other  public  transit  workers,  even  though  the  number  of  claims  filed  in 
San  Francisco  is  on  a par  with  those  of  other  agencies. 

In  the  Examiner  article,  the  statement  that  “on  any  given  day,  one  out  of  nine  MUNI 
employees  is  out  on  disability”  was  attributed  to  Arlene  Eisen,  acting  manager  of 
MUNI’s  Integrated  Safety  and  Loss  Prevention  Program.  Assaults  and  repetitive  motion 
injuries  allegedly  account  for  the  largest  number  of  reported  on-the-job  injuries,  with  an 
average  assault  case  resulting  in  17  days  of  missed  work. 

According  to  an  article  in  the  San  Francisco  Examiner,  January  29,  1998,  MUNI’s 
budget  proposal  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  beginning  July  1,  1998,  will  show  a 5% 
increase  over  last  year.  The  largest  single  increased  cost,  $2.3  million,  is  for  workers’ 
compensation  claims  which  will  now  cost  MUNI  over  $14  million  for  the  fiscal  year. 

Recognizing  that  workers’  compensation  abuses  exist,  the  Director  wants  to  spend 
$350,000  in  the  coming  year  on  investigators  to  search  out  fraudulent  claims.  MUNI  also 
wants  to  spend  “a  few  hundred  thousand  dollars”  on  injury  prevention  programs. 

Findings 

• Workers’  Compensation  and  Disability  costs  to  the  City  are  excessive. 

• Most  Citywide  and  departmental  efforts  are  directed  toward  monitoring  claimants 
after  injuries  have  occurred,  and  those  efforts  are  still  inadequate. 
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• There  is  inadequate  emphasis  on  prevention  of  future  Workers’  Compensation  or 
Disability  claims. 

Recommendations 

18.  SFFD,  SFPD,  and  MUNI  should  investigate  whether  workers  out  on  disability 
remain  off  the  job  longer  than  their  injuries  warrant 

19.  The  Mayor  and  department  heads  should  make  addressing  abuse  of  the  inefficient 
and  costly  Workers’  Compensation  and  Disability  system  a priority  in  negotiating 
future  contracts. 

20.  The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  direct  individual  department 
heads  to  substantially  increase  monitoring  of  all  personnel  who  are  out  of  work  on 
Workers’  Compensation  or  Disability. 

21.  The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  direct  department  heads  to 
increase  their  efforts  to  prevent  on-the-job  accidents. 

22.  Each  department  should  be  required  to  devise  and  implement  department  specific 
plans  to  prevent  on-the-job  injuries  before  they  occur. 

MEMORANDUMS  OF  UNDERSTANDING  (MOUs) 

(Contracts  with  workers’  unions) 

Almost  all  City  employees  are  union  members.  Union  contracts  with  the  City,  generally 
known  as  Memorandums  of  Understanding  (MOUs),  specify  overtime  and  other  working 
conditions.  Some  contracts  provide  for  flexible  work  time,  such  as  ten  hour/four  day 
shifts,  which  reduce  the  need  for  overtime. 
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The  MUNI  MOU  limits  the  number  of  part-time  operator  positions.  As  a result,  full  time 

transit  operators  are  guaranteed  daily  overtime  since  they  are  scheduled  to  cover  a ten- 

hour  shift.  The  MOU  also  permits  excessive  unexcused  absences,  which  necessitates  a 

stand-by  pool  of  transit  operators  and  increases  overtime  expenditures. 

Findings 

• Over  the  years,  union  contracts  have  been  negotiated  with  salary  and  work  rules 
that  impede  efficient  operation  of  City  government,  prevent  modernization  of 
operations,  and  decrease  employee  responsibility  and  accountability. 

• Contract  provisions  exist  in  many  MOUs  that  foster  and  encourage  overtime. 

• In  a number  of  departments,  representatives  of  senior  management  are  not 
routinely  part  of  the  City’s  MOU  negotiating  team.  Professional  negotiators 
cannot  effectively  represent  the  best  interests  of  the  City  and  its  taxpayers  without 
the  direct  input  of  department  management.  If  not  involved  during  the 
negotiating  process,  department  managers  may  not  feel  accountable  for  the 
resulting  MOUs. 

• Many  senior  department  managers  are  former,  or  current,  members  of  the  same 
union  that  represents  rank  and  file  department  employees  and  may  have  a 
personal  interest  in  the  final  negotiated  MOU. 

Recommendations 

23.  A manager  who  is  a union  member  with  a personal  interest  in  the  final  provisions 
of  the  MOU  covering  that  union  should  not  be  a member  of  the  negotiating  team 
representing  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

24.  The  Mayor,  the  DHR  and  department  managers  should  ensure  that  representation 
of  the  city  in  union  contract  negotiations  reflects  a balance  of  professional 
negotiators  and  department  representatives. 


20 


25.  Department  heads  should  take  an  active  role  in  union  contract  negotiations  by 
selecting  negotiators  who  will  best  represent  the  interests  of  the  City  and  the 
department. 

26.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  review  the  role  of  the  Mayor  and  his  staff  in 
Police  and  Fire  Department  contract  negotiations  so  that  Police  and  Fire 
Department  negotiations  are  conducted  along  lines  similar  to  other  departments 

27.  The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  set  up  a citizens’  task  force  on 
labor  contracts  to  review  the  system  for  negotiating  MOUs  and  make 
recommendations  for  better  service  to  the  people  of  San  Francisco.  (A  recent 
successful  example  is  the  federal  advisory  task  force  on  making  Social  Security 
financially  sound.) 

28.  The  City  should  continue  to  negotiate  for  flexible  work  shifts,  e g.,  ten  hour/four 
day  shifts  and  Tuesday  through  Saturday  workweeks. 

DEPARTMENTAL  ISSUES 
MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

The  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  is  consistently  the  largest  consumer  of  overtime 
expenditures  among  the  City  departments.  It  historically  exceeds  its  overtime  budget 
many  times  over.  Five  years  ago  the  1992-93  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ)  investigating  the 
Municipal  Railway  reported: 

“...out-of-control  overtime  expenditures  totaling  $20.5  million  in  calendar  year 
1992  (30%  of  total  City  overtime  cost).  A total  of  604  transit  operators  earned 
more  than  $10,000  in  overtime  pay.” 

Records  of  the  Controller  for  the  past  three  fiscal  years  show  a complete  disregard  for  the 
prior  year’s  experience  in  budgeting  for  overtime.  The  following  tabic 
revised  budgeted  amounts  and  the  actual  expenditures: 
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For  Year: 

Original  Budget 

Revised  Budget 

Actual 

1997-98 

$2,094,011 

$2,097,611 

$25,429,958 

(through  5/15/98) 

1996-97 

$1,926,097 

$4,855,980 

$25,678,749 

1995-96 

$1,903,597 

$1,903,597 

$22,450,725 

The  excessive  use  of  overtime  continues  to  date.  This  fiscal  year,  1997-98,  overtime 
expenditures  by  MUNI  will  devour  approximately  40%  of  the  total  city  overtime 
expenditures. 

Management  contends,  and  the  Office  of  the  Controller  agrees,  that  the  above  records  do 
not  accurately  reflect  real  overtime  expenditures  since  they  include  amounts  that  are  in 
reality  premiums  for  extended  duty  and  other  working  conditions  not  generally 
considered  overtime.  However,  such  premium  payments  total  only  approximately  $2 
Million  of  the  total  $25,429,958,  and  so  do  not  materially  affect  the  conclusions  reached 
here. 

Despite  the  department’s  historic  record  and  a reasonable  expectation  of  overtime  that  is 
built  into  the  system,  the  department  has  chronically  underestimated  its  budget  and 
overspent  its  payroll  for  overtime  pay. 

Some  divisions  of  MUNI  are  chronically  understaffed  with  the  result  that  full-time 
employees  are  required  to  work  overtime  to  maintain  equipment  and  schedules.  Since 
MUNI  is  a seven-day-a-week,  twenty-four-hour-a-day  operation,  some  overtime  is  built 
into  the  system  and  is  inevitable.  However,  according  to  the  Budget  Analyst,  MUNI  has 
350  vacant  positions  and,  of  those,  280  cannot  be  filled  because,  under  the  “salary 
savings”  concept,  the  approved  budget  does  not  provide  funding  for  those  positions.  (See 
the  Budget  Process  section,  above.) 

According  to  MUNI  management,  the  vacancy  rate  currently  existing  in  the  Maintenance 
Division  is  209  employees  or  9.4%  of  authorized  personnel;  in  the  Operations  Division  it 
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is  104  employees  or  9.3%  of  the  total  authorized  workforce.  The  result  is  that  the  gap  is 
filled  with  employees  on  overtime. 

Excessive  overtime  is  not  limited  to  the  Operating  and  Maintenance  Divisions.  Under 
Section  18.13  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (See  APPENDIX  C),  transit 
operators  and  transit  operator  supervisors  are  not  limited  to  16%  overtime,  on  the  theory 
that  it  might  cause  disruption  in  service  if  the  limitation  were  imposed.  However,  many 
other  job  classifications  have  received  overtime  pay  far  in  excess  of  the  16%  limit. 

According  to  the  MUNI  overtime  report  for  the  period  from  7/1/97  to  12/3 1/97,  a total  of 
130  employees,  none  of  which  were  transit  operators,  were  paid  from  15%  to  59.45%  of 
their  base  salaries  in  overtime. 

The  most  recent  records  for  the  period  from  7/1/97  to  5/15/98  indicate  that  at  least  288 
such  miscellaneous  employees  received  in  excess  of  ten  percent  (10%)  of  their  base 
salary  in  overtime. 

Among  employee  classifications  receiving  in  excess  of  the  16%  maximum  permissible 
overtime  under  Section  18.13  of  the  Administrative  Code  were  clerks,  secretaries, 
custodians,  general  laborers,  electricians  and  others.  For  example: 

1.  In  FY  1996-97,  over  16  electrical  workers  received  from  16%  to  31%  of 
base  salary  in  overtime,  ranging  from  $12,000  to  $27,000  each. 

2.  From  7/1/97  to  5/14/98,  13  of  the  same  electrical  workers  were  paid  over 
30%  of  their  base  salary  in  overtime,  ranging  from  $10,200  to  $29,333 
each. 

3.  In  FY  1996-97,  one  track  maintenance  supervisor  claimed  49.25% 
overtime  and  was  paid:  $62,326  in  base  salary,  $46,05 1 in  overtime  and  an 
additional  $1074  in  holiday  pay. 

4.  In  FY  1997-98,  as  of  May  15,  1998,  that  same  maintenance  supervisor 
claimed  54.20%  overtime  and  has  received  $57,346  in  base  salary, 
$44,891  in  overtime  plus  $1193  in  holiday  pay. 
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5. 


In  FY  1996-97,  four  general  laborers  out  of  20  received  from  20%  to  27% 
in  overtime  pay,  averaging  in  excess  of  $12,000  each  on  base  salaries  of 
approximately  $34,000.  The  same  employees  repeat  the  pattern  in  1997- 
98,  through  May  15,  1998,  when  their  overtime  ranges  from  20%  to 
26.80%. 


Although  transit  supervisors  are  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Section  18.13  of  the 
Administrative  Code,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that: 

1.  In  FY  1996-97,  there  were  38  persons  in  the  supervisor  category  who  had 
overtime  in  excess  of  16%  and  as  high  as  49.57%. 

2.  In  FY  1997-98,  as  of  May  15,  1998,  forty-four  supervisors  have  exceeded 
16%  in  overtime. 

3.  In  FY  1997-98,  four  supervisors  have  overtime  in  excess  of  50%  of  their 
base  salary. 

Another  factor  contributing  to  the  need  for  overtime  is  unscheduled  failures  to  report  for 
work,  or  so-called  “missouts.”  According  to  MUNI  management,  the  daily  absentee  rate 
is  currently  9.2%  (including  “missouts,”  Workers’  Compensation  claims,  illnesses, 
suspensions  and  unexcused  absences).  Under  the  existing  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (MOU)  with  the  Transit  Workers  Union: 

The  penalty  for  the  first  “missout”  in  a 5-month  period  is  an  oral  warning. 

The  second  “missout”  penalty  is  a written  warning. 

For  the  third  “missout,”  the  penalty  is  “up  to  a 5-day  suspension.” 

The  fourth  “missout”  may  result  in  a suspension  “up  to  10-days.” 

Finally,  after  5 “missouts”  in  a 5-month  period,  the  employee  may  receive  a 
penalty  - “up  to  termination.” 

An  operator  may  simply  decide  not  to  go  to  work  without  notifying  his  superior  and  thus 
require  another  operator  to  work  overtime  to  cover  his  route. 


24 


Under  the  MOU  with  the  Transit  Workers  Union,  MUNI  is  limited  to  the  number  of  part- 
time  operator  positions  it  may  have.  Under  the  current  MOU,  the  number  of  part  time 
operators  (working  5 hours  a day)  is  capped  at  220  or  12%  of  the  number  of  regular 
operators  authorized. 

Since  there  are  two  major  service  peaks,  in  the  morning  and  in  the  evening,  which  are 
more  than  8 hours  apart,  full-time  MUNI  operators  must  work  an  average  of  9.5  hours  a 
day  to  cover  both  peak  periods.  This  means  each  scheduled  shift  includes  a built  in  daily 
average  of  1.5  hours  overtime  for  a full-time  employee.  A ten  hour/four  day  shift  could 
eliminate  that  overtime.  The  added  costs  of  these  9.5  hour  shifts  are  included  in  the 
premiums  for  extended  duty  which  account  for  approximately  $2  million  of  the  $25 
million  overtime  total. 

Anecdotal  evidence  suggests  that  operators  contemplating  retirement  amass  as  much 
overtime  as  possible  in  the  12  months  preceding  the  contemplated  retirement  date 
because  benefits  are  based  on  their  last  year’s  earnings. 

The  MUNI  satellite  Department  of  Human  Resources  is  understaffed  and  unable  to  meet 
the  need  for  additional  hires  as  promptly  as  desired.  They  must  cope  with  an  excessive 
number  of  job  classifications  and  the  cumbersome,  time-consuming  and  complex  Civil 
Service  rules  that  tend  to  slow  down  the  hiring  process.  A Civil  Service  appointment, 
from  job  analysis  and  posting  to  hire,  requires  at  least  14  steps  and  can  take  several 
months  (See  APPENDIX  G for  Civil  Service  and  Provisional  hiring  outlines)  The 
process  would  be  streamlined  if  MUNI  were  in  charge  of  its  own  hiring  process. 

The  Training  Department  in  the  Operations  Division  is  unable  to  develop  enough  new 
operators  to  exceed  losses  by  attrition  from  retirement,  resignation  and  discharge 
MUNI’s  driver  training  program  consists  of  8 classes  a year,  with  approximately  24  to  30 
students  each,  for  a 35  day  period  With  a 10%  failure  rate,  this  results  in  approximately 
200  new  hires  a year.  Losses  from  attrition  due  to  retirement,  resignation  and  discharge 
are  approximately  the  same  number,  with  the  result  that  there  are  never  enough  new 
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operators  to  fill  all  vacant  positions,  much  less  to  form  a pool  of  qualified  operators  to 

draw  from  to  satisfy  future  needs. 

Findings 

• The  MUNI  overtime  budget  bears  no  resemblance  to  the  actual  expenditure  for 
overtime. 

• Without  accurate,  separate  tabulations  of  actual  overtime  expenses  and  salary 
premiums,  it  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  true  overtime  costs  of  the  Municipal 
Railway. 

• The  Maintenance  and  Operations  Divisions  of  MUNI  account  for  approximately 
90%  of  total  MUNI  employees  and  chronic  understaffing  in  the  Operations  and 
Maintenance  Divisions  account  for  most  of  the  overtime  expenditures. 

• Certain  non-transit  operator  employee  categories  in  MUNI,  which  are  covered 
under  Administrative  Code  Section  18.13,  are  receiving  overtime  far  in  excess  of 
the  16%  allowable. 

• The  existing  MOU  sanctions  unscheduled  absenteeism  that  contributes  to 
excessive  overtime. 

• The  number  of  part-time  employees  allowed  in  MUNI  is  dictated  by  provisions  of 
the  existing  MOU  rather  than  by  the  efficient  staffing  requirements  of  MUNI. 

• In  the  Operations  Division,  and  elsewhere  within  MUNI,  hiring  rates  are  not 
adequate  to  keep  pace  with  normal  attrition. 

• Cumbersome  Civil  Service  and  Provisional  hiring  requirements  hamstring  timely 
and  efficient  hiring  of  MUNI  personnel. 

• MUNI’s  current  training  capacity  is  inadequate  both  in  the  annual  number  of 
training  programs  scheduled  and  in  the  number  of  trainer’s  available  to  conduct 
classes,  and  this  results  in  fewer  trained  personnel  than  is  required  for  an  efficient 
operation. 
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Recommendations 

29.  MUNI  management,  the  Mayor’s  Office  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should 
budget  overtime  realistically  in  keeping  with  reasonable  expectations  of  actual 
need  based  on  past  experience. 

30.  The  overtime  reporting  system  should  be  modified  as  quickly  as  possible  to 
reflect  separate  tabulations  for  overtime,  shown  against  budgeted  overtime,  and 
salary  premiums,  shown  against  budgeted  premium  amounts. 

31.  The  Mayor’s  office  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  provide  funding  in  order 
to  permit  MUNI  to  fill  all  its  authorized  positions,  especially  in  the  Operating  and 
Maintenance  Divisions. 

32.  Management  should  enforce  the  provisions  of  Administrative  Code  Section  18.13 
and  strictly  monitor  the  need  for  overtime  among  department  employees  other 
than  transit  operators  and  transit  operator  supervisors,  who  are  exempt  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Code  Section. 

33.  Although  the  present  MOU  will  not  expire  until  June  30,  2000,  Muni 
Management  and  the  Mayor’s  Office  should  develop  a negotiating  package  to 
modify  the  present  liberal  rule  on  unexcused  failure  to  report  to  work. 

34.  MUNI  Management  and  the  Mayor’s  Office  should  make  the  use  of  part-time 
operators  and  greater  flexibility  in  full-time  shifts  a priority  in  future  contract 
negotiations. 

35.  MUNI  Management  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  should  work  together  to 
streamline  the  existing  hiring  procedures  including  combining  similar 
employment  categories. 
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36.  MUNI  Retirement  System  should  evaluate  whether  the  “last  12  months”  basis  for 
retirement  benefits  best  serves  the  fiscal  needs  of  the  City. 

37.  The  Training  Department  capacity  should  be  enlarged  to  accommodate  more 
scheduled  classes,  a larger  number  of  trainers  and,  consequently,  more  students, 
until  the  available  pool  of  operators  is  adequate  to  meet  daily  needs.  The  budget 
for  the  Training  Department  should  be  adjusted  to  reflect  its  increased  hiring 
requirements. 

38.  To  expedite  hiring,  in-house  Human  Resources  Division  of  MUNI  should  have 
authority  independent  of  DHR  procedures. 

FIRE  DEPARTMENT 

For  the  fiscal  year  1997-98,  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  (SFFD)  is  mandated  to 
adequately  staff  41  fire  stations  24  hours  per  day,  7 days  a week,  with  a staffing  level  of 
296.  In  its  response  to  the  1997-98  Grand  Jury  questionnaire  on  overtime.  The  SFFD 
stated  that  it  began  the  1996-97  fiscal  year  with  61  vacancies  and  a projected  attrition  rate 
of  3%  or  45  full  time  equivalent  positions. 

The  Fire  Department  operated  under  a Consent  Decree  for  some  years.  The  Fire 
Department  maintained  that  the  Consent  Decree  hindered  hiring.  The  stipulated  Order 
Terminating  the  Consent  Decree  is  now  in  place  with  a schedule  to  add  96  new  fire 
fighters  into  the  fire  suppression  ranks.  The  SFFD  now  states  that  with  the  graduation  of 
all  currently  scheduled  classes  for  new  fire  fighters,  the  Department  will  be  closer  to  full 
staffing  and  the  need  for  overtime  will  be  greatly  reduced. 

However,  the  Overtime  Report  shows  the  following  overtime  amounts  for  the  San 
Francisco  Fire  Department: 
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For  Year: 

Original  Budget 

Revised  Budget 

Actual 

1997-98 

$3,686,040 

$5,510,040 

$6,574,217 

(through  5/15/98) 

1996-97 

$3,298,541 

$3,714,521 

$5,105,091 

1995-96 

$3,251,590 

$3,386,590 

$2,859,984 

After  it  was  disclosed  that  the  SFFD  had  spent  its  entire  annual  overtime  budget  in  the 
first  three  months  of  fiscal  year  1997-98,  the  SFFD  prepared  an  Action  Plan  to  Reduce 
Overtime  Costs,  dated  October  24,  1997.  The  Action  Plan  was  presented  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  as  a condition  of  obtaining  supplemental  funding. 

The  Action  Plan  suggested  the  following  causes  for  excessive  overtime: 

Vacant  positions  (backfilled  at  automatic  time  and  a half); 

Disability  leave  (32.1%  of  total  average  absences  1996-97); 

Long  term  or  frequent  sick  pay; 

Vacations  (38.1%  of  total  average  absences  1996-97); 

Use  of  compensatory  time  and  military  leave. 

A major  emphasis  in  the  Action  Plan  was  on  greater  accountability  and  oversight  of 
disability  policies.  Efforts  to  monitor  those  individuals  who  are  out  on  workers’ 
compensation  or  disability  were  to  be  increased  and  the  City  Department  verification  unit 
would  be  utilized  for  that  purpose.  In  addition,  there  would  be  greater  use  of  a return  to 
work  policy  through  light  duty  assignments. 

The  Action  Plan  also  stressed  the  basic  scheduling  principle,  which  is,  however,  new  to 
the  Fire  Department,  of  staggering  or  balancing  vacation  requests  more  evenly 
throughout  the  calendar  year.  The  result  of  vacation  balancing  is  to  insure  that  summer 
months,  for  example,  are  not  heavily  impacted  requiring  excessive  seasonal  overtime 
This  would  mean  that  in  future  years  fewer  vacations  would  be  allowed  in  June,  July, 
August  and  September,  and  more  allowed  in  the  months  from  October  through  May. 
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In  its  Action  Plan,  the  SFFD  also  provided  overtime  figures  by  job  classification  title  for 
the  years  1994-95,  1995-96  and  1996-97.  In  virtually  every  classification,  overtime  has 
increased  steadily  from  year  to  year.  Several  classifications  stand  out,  however,  for  their 
questionable  need  for  overtime.  For  example  for  the  year  1996-97: 


JOB  CLASSIFICATION 

OVERTIME  PAID 

Payroll  Clerk 

$51,922 

Fire  Safety  Inspector  II 

$46,566 

Water  System  Supervisor 

$25,813 

Utility  Plumber 

$37,872 

Findings 

• Annual  SFFD  overtime  budget  requests  are  unrealistic  and  do  not  reflect 
anticipated  and  expected  overtime  expenditures.  Because  of  historical  under- 
staffing,  unspent  permanent  budgeted  salaries  have  provided  one  source  of 
revenue  to  cover  excessive  overtime  costs.  With  anticipated  full  staffing  in  the 
near  term,  this  source  of  funds  will  no  longer  be  available.  Without  realistic 
budgeting  and  funding,  additional  supplemental  appropriations  will  be  required  to 
cover  excess  overtime  costs. 

• The  need  for  overtime  costs  in  certain  support  areas  appears  questionable.  Payroll 
clerks,  for  example,  should  be  able  to  accomplish  their  job  descriptions  during 
regularly  scheduled  base-salary  workweeks. 

• With  regard  to  the  SFFD  Action  Plan  to  Reduce  Overtime  Costs,  dated  October 
24,  1997: 

a.  While  the  increased  accountability  and  oversight  efforts  described  in  the 
Action  Plan  deserve  praise,  there  is  inadequate  emphasis  on  prevention  of 
future  injuries  to  reduce  workers’  compensation  and  disability  claims. 

b.  Departmental  vacation  scheduling  practice  is  not  cost-effective. 

c.  Overtime  in  other  than  the  suppression  ranks  (firefighters)  has  not  been 
examined  or  addressed.  The  Action  Plan  did  not  address  any  plan  to 
review  staffing  levels  of  any  non-suppression  section  to  determine 
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optimum  or  adequate  levels.  It  did  not  address  any  emphasis  on  hiring  to 
fill  vacancies  in  other  than  suppression  areas,  nor  any  plan  for  oversight  in 
those  areas. 

• As  long  as  the  Fire  Department  ignores  specific  directives  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  as  in  continuing  to  pay  all  firefighters  overtime  for  holidays  even 
when  they  don’t  work,  as  was  reported  in  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle  on  March 
5,  1998,  there  will  be  no  improvement  in  or  curtailing  of  overtime  expenditures. 

Recommendations 

39.  The  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  SFFD  should  establish  an  overtime 
budget  that  reflects  reality  and  adequately  fund  that  budget.  There  should  not  be 
reliance  on  so-called  “salary  savings”  to  cover  excess  overtime  costs. 

40.  With  respect  to  the  SFFD  Action  Plan  to  Reduce  Overtime  Costs,  dated  October 
24,  1997: 

a.  The  SFFD  should  aggressively  and  immediately  implement  those  actions 
outlined  in  the  SFFD  Action  Plan  to  Reduce  Overtime  Costs 

b.  The  SFFD  should,  in  addition,  initiate  a comprehensive  plan  to  reduce  and 
prevent  future  injuries.  A plan  should  include: 

1 . A disability  audit  to  determine  locations  and  causes  of  injuries: 

During  suppression  activities 
During  routine  firehouse  activities 
During  training  activities 
During  off-hours 

2.  An  outside  safety  audit  of: 

Established  practices  and  procedures 
Existing  working  conditions 

3.  Increased  physical  requirements  and  training: 

Mandated  exercise  programs 

More  frequent  physical  standards  testing 
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41.  The  SFFD  should  schedule  vacations  evenly  throughout  the  year  to  promote  cost 
efficient  scheduling  of  employees  and  thereby  reduce  seasonal  overtime. 

42.  The  SFFD  should  analyze  non-suppression  areas  to  determine  adequate  staffing 
levels  and  institute  oversight  of  overtime  costs. 

43 . The  Mayor  and  all  other  members  of  the  City’s  negotiating  team  should  give  the 
fiscal  needs  of  the  City  the  highest  priority  in  developing  a concrete  and  specific 
list  of  positions  and  priorities  for  future  contract  negotiations  with  SFFD 
employees. 

POLICE  DEPARTMENT 

In  order  to  effectively  and  efficiently  carry  out  its  mission.  Charter  section  4.103  provides 
in  part  that,  “the  police  force  shall  at  all  times  consist  of  not  fewer  than  1,971  hill  duty 
sworn  officers.  The  staffing  level  of  the  Police  Department  shall  be  maintained  with  a 
minimum  of  1,971  sworn  officers  thereafter... the  Commission  shall  initiate  an  annual 
review  to  civilianize  as  many  positions  as  possible  to  maximize  police  presence  in  this 
community  . . (Charter  § 4. 103) 

The  Police  Department  is  one  of  the  City  departments  with  high  overtime  expenditures. 
The  Overtime  Report  shows  the  following  overtime  amounts  for  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department: 


For  Year: 

Original  Budget 

Revised  Budget 

Actual 

1997-98 

$10,952,285 

$14,321,352 

$15,447,084 

(through  5/1 5/98) 

1996-97 

$10,452,889 

$13,968,680 

$19,033,191 

1995-96 

$10,385,826 

$13,280,210 

$16,699,868 
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With  approximately  three  more  payroll  periods  remaining  for  FY  1997-1998,  the 
department  will  again  exceed  its  revised  FY  1997-1998  over  time  budget  of  $14,321,352 
As  of  5/15/98,  SFPD  has  already  expended  $15,447,084.  That  exceeds  SFPD’s  original 
budget  for  FY  1997-1998,  by  41.04%,  and  its  revised  budget  by  7.86%.  Based  on  the 
current  rate  of  expenditures,  it  can  be  anticipated  that  an  additional  $671,612  for  each 
remaining  payroll  period  will  be  expended  for  a total  additional  amount  of  $2,014,837  - 
if  expenditures  remain  uniformly  constant.  These  numbers  suggest  the  SFPD  will  end  the 
current  fiscal  year  with  total  overtime  expenses  of  approximately  $17,551,921  — which 
will  exceed  the  revised  overtime  budget  by  22.56%. 

The  SFPD  maintains  that  one  of  its  major  causes  of  overtime  is  a result  of  Proposition 
115  that  passed  in  1989,  and  mandates  that  one  arresting  officer  needs  to  appear  in  court. 
Overtime  occurs  when  an  officer  ‘stands-by’  for  an  appearance.  The  SFPD  maintains 
that  ‘stand-by’  time  is  excessive  and  desires  more  cooperation  from  the  District  Attorney 
and  the  Courts  to  expedite  scheduling  of  officer  court  appearances  and  thereby  reduce 
police  overtime  costs. 

Currently,  a voluntary  ten-hour/  four-day  shift  has  been  implemented  in  the  investigative 
units.  SFPD  is  currently  studying  the  cost  effectiveness  and  productivity  of  this  program 

In  addition,  overtime  occurs  because  the  police  department  provides  crowd  control  and 
security  for  public  events  such  as  street  fairs  and  cultural  events.  Historically,  these 
services  have  been  provided  by  police  officers  on  an  overtime  basis  and  at  an  overtime 
pay  scale.  These  events  have  proliferated  over  the  years  and  today  occur  almost  every 
week.  It  has  been  policy  that  the  police  department  be  reimbursed,  in  full,  by  the 
organizers  of  “for-profit”  events.  For  cultural,  or  non-profit  events,  the  policy  has  been 
to  reimburse  the  police  department  for  a maximum  of  twenty-five  hundred  dollars,  with 
the  police  department  absorbing  the  remaining  costs  out  of  its  own  overtime  budget  In 
addition,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  the  prerogative  to  waive  even  the  twenty-five 
hundred  dollar  reimbursement  if  it  is  determined  that  the  event  is  in  the  best  cultural 
interest  of  the  City. 
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The  Board  of  Supervisors’  policy,  and  its  implementation,  are  sufficiently  unclear  as  to 
result  in  increased  police  overtime  costs,  as  occurred  with  last  year’s  “Summer  of  Love” 
festival.  These  increased  costs  can  be  very  substantial. 

Historically,  the  SFPD  has  relied  on  candidate  testing  and  hiring  occurring  only  once  a 
year,  in  spite  of  normal  year-round  attrition.  This  has  resulted  in  chronic  understating 
because  the  SFPD  has  never  attained  a compliment  of  1,971  full  duty  officers  as  required 
by  the  Charter.  This  understating  results  in  higher  overtime  expenditures.  In  the 
absence  of  a current  eligibility  list,  with  an  officer’s  departure  from  the  department,  or 
with  the  addition  of  a budgeted  position,  in  most  cases  positions  can  and  will,  in  fact, 
remain  vacant  for  more  than  one  year.  The  SFPD  has  now  implemented  incremental 
hiring  (with  three  academy  classes  currently  in  session)  that  should  promote  more  even, 
adequate  staffing  year-round.  It  must  be  taken  into  account  that  the  police  Academy 
course  lasts  twenty-eight  weeks  and  is  followed  by  eighteen  weeks  field  training  and 
therefore  it  takes  almost  one  full  year  to  develop  a new,  fully  trained  police  officer. 

In  a further  effort  to  control  overtime  costs,  all  District  Stations  have  converted 
uniformed  officer  scheduling  from  the  previously  standard  eight  hour/five  day  workweek, 
to  a more  efficient  and  cost  effective  ten  hour/four  day  workweek. 


Findings 

• Annual  SFPD  overtime  budget  requests  are  unrealistic  and  do  not  reflect 
anticipated  and  expected  overtime  expenditures.  Unexpended  permanent  salaries 
have  provided  one  source  of  funds  to  cover  excessive  overtime  costs.  With 
anticipated  full  staffing  in  the  near  term,  this  source  of  funds  will  no  longer  be 
available.  Without  realistic  budgeting  and  funding,  supplemental  appropriations 
will  be  required  in  the  future  to  cover  excess  overtime  costs. 

• The  Police  Departmental  overtime  budget  has  not  been  increased  substantially  in 
at  least  the  last  three  fiscal  years,  except  by  mid-year  revisions.  Meanwhile, 
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police  obligations  have  increased  substantially  with  increasingly  numerous  special 
events. 

• The  Charter  provides  that  the  Police  Department  is  entitled  to  collect  100% 
reimbursement  for  the  actual  overtime  cost  of  security  and  traffic  control  services 
provided  for  ‘for-profit’  special  events.  However,  reimbursement  of  Police 
Department  overtime  costs  for  special  events  with  general  cultural  or  artistic  merit 
is  limited  to  $2500.00,  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  can  waive  even  that 
reimbursement. 

• Section  18.13  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  limits  permissible 
overtime  hours  a City  employee  may  work  in  any  fiscal  year  to  16%  of  the 
number  of  hours  that  the  employee  is  regularly  scheduled  to  work  on  a straight 
time  basis.  This  provision  is  not  applicable  to  the  uniformed  ranks  of  the  Police 
Department. 

Recommendations 

44.  The  police  overtime  budget  should  be  increased  to  more  accurately  reflect  the 
mandated  responsibilities  of  the  department  that  are  steadily  increasing  with  time 

45.  Either  the  Police  Department  should  be  reimbursed  for  special  services  that 
require  overtime  or  the  overtime  budget  should  reflect  those  known  costs  that  will 
not  be  reimbursed. 

46.  Adequate  personnel  resources  should  be  provided  for  the  testing  and  hiring  unit  to 
provide  more  frequent  examinations  in  order  to  staff  up  to  the  mandated  level  of 
1,971  officers. 

47.  The  Chief  of  Police  should  continue  collaboration  with  the  District  Attorney’s 
Office  and  the  Public  Defender’s  Office,  as  appropriate,  to  implement  a 
scheduling  process  for  officer  court  appearances  that  will  minimize  those 
overtime  costs  associated  with  court  appearances. 
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48.  The  Chief  of  Police  or  his  designated  representative  should  negotiate  with  the 
police  officers’  bargaining  entity  in  order  to  develop  some  flexibility  in  work 
schedules  which  reduces  the  requirement  for  overtime. 

COMMUNITY  HEALTH  NETWORK  (Department  of  Public  Health) 

The  Overtime  Report  shows  the  following  overtime  amounts  for  the  San  Francisco 
Community  Health  Network: 


For  Year: 

Original  Budget 

Revised  Budget 

Actual 

1997-98 

$2,723,899 

$2,723,899 

$3,213,594 

(through  5/15/98) 

1996-97 

$2,255,582 

$2,923,407 

$4,158,193 

1995-96 

NA 

NA 

NA 

As  an  acute  care  facility  operating  24  hours  per  day,  seven  days  a week,  San  Francisco 
General  Hospital  is  required  to  maintain  minimum  staffing  levels  that  have  been 
determined  through  staffing  models.  Laguna  Honda  and  Forensic  Services  also  operate 
24  hours  per  day,  seven  days  a week,  and  must  maintain  adequate  staffing. 

The  Department  of  Public  Health,  in  its  response  to  the  1997-98  Grand  Jury  questionnaire 
on  overtime,  suggests  overtime  occurs  as  a result  of: 

1 . Fluctuations  in  staffing  needs  depending  on  changing  patient  populations 
that  cannot  be  anticipated  with  100%  accuracy. 

2.  Backfilling  for  absent  employees  who  may  be  on  sick  leave,  workers’ 
compensation  or  educational  leave. 

3.  Delays  in  the  City’s  personnel  requisition  process  and  the  Department’s 
recruiting  and  hiring  processes  that  require  overtime  pending  hiring  start 
dates. 
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As  a result,  some  overtime  can  be  expected  and  is  budgeted  for  --  to  be  used  as  a last 
resort.  Unlike  other  agencies,  the  Department  of  Public  Health  does  not  have  to  rely 
exclusively  on  overtime  to  meet  extraordinary  staffing  requirements.  It  appears  to  have 
more  scheduling  flexibility  than  other  agencies  and  is  able  to  use  ‘flexible’  scheduling  in 
lieu  of  overtime.  In  addition,  there  is  a routine  use  of  ‘a  pool  of  per  diem  as-needed 
nursing  staff  to  fill  vacancies  and  increase  staffing  if  required  by  increased  patient 
population. 

However,  there  is  a concern  raised  by  a provision  of  the  MOU  regarding  nursing  staffing 
levels: 

“Annual  “salary  savings”  for  nursing  positions  directly  involved  in  patient  care 
shall  not  exceed  five  percent  (5%)  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  covered  by  this 
MOU.” 

It  is  of  concern  that  the  concept  of  “salary  savings”  is  so  ingrained  in  the  budget  process 
in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  that  it  must  be  addressed,  and  limited,  in  any 
MOU. 

The  corollary  to  the  mandated  existence  of  “salary  savings”  in  the  budget  process  is  that 
the  Department  must  use  funds  in  its  permanent  salary  accounts  to  fund  overtime.  It  must 
juggle  its  personnel  budget  using  funds  from  permanent  salary,  temporary  salary  and 
overtime  accounts  in  order  to  provide  the  needed  staffing  configuration. 

Findings 

• Overtime  is  anticipated  and  budgeted  for  realistically.  However,  delays  in  the 
hiring  process  to  fill  budgeted  positions  contribute  to  the  need  for  overtime. 

® Unspent  permanent  salaries  provide  the  source  to  fund  excess  overtime  The 
circular  process  goes  from  a vacant  position  directly  to  the  need  to  schedule 
overtime  personnel  to  the  subsequent  need  to  use  these  funds  to  pay  the  overtime 
wages. 
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Recommendations 

49.  The  cumbersome  hiring  procedures  that  result  in  chronic  delays  in  hiring  and  the 
budget  process  that  mandates  “salary  savings”  should  both  be  addressed  by  DPH 
and  modified. 

50.  Overtime  budgeting  should  be  realistic  and  every  attempt  should  be  made  by  DPH 
to  maintain  adequate  full-time  staffing  levels.  Adequate,  budgeted  full-time 
permanent  staffing  will  reduce  overtime  costs  to  the  City  and  County. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

The  Overtime  Report  shows  the  following  overtime  amounts  for  San  Francisco 

International  Airport: 


For  Year: 

Original  Budget 

Revised  Budget 

Actual 

1997-98 

$1,372,976 

$1,372,976 

$1,509,503 

(through  5/15/98) 

1996-97 

$1,290,326 

$1,290,326 

$2,291,660 

1995-96 

$1,393,459 

$2,029,813 

$2,561,791 

The  airport  operates  certain  sections  on  a 24  hour  per  day,  7 day  a week  schedule  and 
must  maintain  certain  staffing  levels  to  ensure  safety. 

The  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  in  its  response  to  the  CGJ  questionnaire  on 
overtime,  suggests  overtime  can  occur  as  a result  of  special  events,  last  minute  absences, 
emergencies  and  chronic  understaffing  in  specific  areas  such  as  Airport  Communication 
Dispatchers. 

The  airport  stated  in  its  response  to  questions  #15  and  #16  of  the  overtime  questionnaire 
(See  APPENDIX  B for  entire  questionnaire)  that  it  believed  it  was  not  required  to  submit 
serni-annuai  overtime  reports  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  as  specified  in  Administrative 
Code  Section  18.13  (See  APPENDIX  C)  because  the  code  section  exempts: 
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“ . . overtime  worked  by  any  employee  where  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  incurs  no  direct  or  indirect  costs  . . ” 

The  airport  has  taken  the  position  that,  under  Code  Section  18.13,  costs  incurred  by  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  are  assumed  to  mean  costs  paid  from  the  General  Fund 
and,  since  the  General  Fund  incurs  no  costs  associated  with  airport  overtime,  no  reports 
are  required. 

Because  this  position  suggests  a lack  of  adequate  external  fiscal  oversight  over  the  airport 
that  needs  to  be  addressed  and  corrected,  the  CGJ  contacted  the  Office  of  the  Controller 
for  confirmation  of  the  airport  position.  The  opinion  of  the  Office  of  the  Controller  is 
that  the  airport  is  subject  to  Administrative  Code  Section  18.13  relative  to  the  submission 
of  overtime  reports  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Even  though  it  asserted  immunity  from  the  reporting  requirement,  the  airport  indicated  in 
its  response  that  it  does  track  overtime  use.  The  response  stated  that: 

“ . . internal  policies  do  require  the  Airport  Director’s  approval  to  exceed  the 
16%  level  overtime.” 

In  addition,  the  airport  provided  to  the  CGJ  an  internal  Executive  Directive  that  states 

“ ...  in  accordance  with  City  law,  no  full-time  employee  may  earn  or  accumulate 
more  than  332  hours  of  overtime  pay  or  compensatory  time  total  for  the  fiscal 
year.  Generally  this  means  an  employee  may  not  work  more  than  221  hours 
overtime  (221  X 1.5  = app.  332)  in  a fiscal  year.”  In  addition,  the  Directive  states 
that  no  employee  may  have  more  than  240  hours  of  compensatory  time  on  the 
books  at  any  time. 

An  “Attachment  B”  was  included  in  the  airport  responses  to  the  CGJ  that  caused  serious 
concern.  It  was  described  as  providing  overtime  information,  and  set  forth  specific  and 
total  overtime  expenditure  information  for  the  last  three  fiscal  years  Each  line  allegedly 
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represented  an  employee.  The  report  included  a column  specifying  overtime  hours 
worked,  as  well  as  total  overtime  pay  received.  For  1996-97,  there  were  as  many  as  38 
employees  with  conspicuous  individual  overtime  excesses  highlighted  — in  excess  of  332 
overtime  hours.  As  many  as  seventeen  employees  were  credited  with  over  1000  overtime 
hours  for  the  year.  The  highest  number  of  overtime  hours  reported  for  one  individual  was 
4,692.25  with  a sum  total  of  overtime  wages  paid  to  him  of  $172,880.09. 

Overtime  Tracking  Reports  for  1997-98  were  provided  for  several  airport  sections,  for 
fiscal  month  2 and  fiscal  month  3.  "Exceeding"  overtime  earners  were  identified  with 
excess  overtime  hours  and  percentages  specified.  In  the  2 months  monitored,  60 
individuals  were  cited  as  excessive  overtime  earners.  In  fact  there  were  19  individuals 
with  overtime  of  at  least  37%  over  allowable,  and  one  individual  with  overtime  of  160% 
over  allowable. 


Findings 

• With  regard  to  the  overtime  reporting  obligations  of  the  airport,  under 
Administrative  Code  Section  18.13,  there  is  clearly  a conflict  between  the 
position  the  airport  has  taken  and  the  interpretation  of  the  reporting  requirements 
by  the  Office  of  the  Controller. 

• Although  the  airpoit  greatly  exceeded  its  overtime  budget  in  1996-97,  it  did  not 
seek  an  additional  budget  appropriation  as  funds  were  used  from  unexpended 
salaries  of  vacant  positions  in  the  budget. 

• In  its  response  to  the  Grand  Jury  questionnaire,  the  airport  did  not  address  what  it 
might  be  doing  to  fill  vacant  positions,  or  any  difficulties  it  might  be 
encountering.  The  only  reference  to  aggressive  action  to  control  overtime  was: 

“The  Airport  is  in  the  process  of  implementing  a compressed  work  week 
pilot  program  which  may  reduce  the  need  for  overtime  work.” 

• Extraordinary  individual  overtime  is  excessive.  Nowhere  in  the  airport  response 

was  there  any  mention  of  specific  actions  to  address  either  departmental  or 

individual  overtime  abuses. 
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• The  airport  is  currently  operating  without  external  oversight  of  its  overtime 
activities.  Certain  employees  substantially  increase  their  annual  base  salaries 
through  the  accumulation  of  extraordinary  overtime  hours  and  pay. 

Recommendations 

51.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  direct  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  to  render  a 
decision  regarding  the  Airport’s  obligations  to  report  under  Administrative  Code 
Section  18.13. 

52.  If  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  determines  the  Airport  is  required  to  file  reports 
under  Code  Section  18.13,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  notify  the  Airport  it  is 
subject  to  the  semi-annual  reporting  requirements  of  Administrative  Code  18.13. 
The  Airport  should  then  file  both  current  and  delinquent  reports  within  45  days  of 
said  notification 

53.  If  the  City  Attorney  determines  the  Airport  is  not  obligated  to  report  under  the 
provisions  of  Administrative  Code  Section  18.13,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should 
amend  the  Code  Section  to  include  the  Airport  under  its  requirements. 

54.  The  Airport  Director  should  review  staffing  requirements  to  determine  realistic 
optimum  levels.  The  Airport  should  develop  a plan  to  fill  budgeted  vacancies  and 
implement  aggressive  hiring  procedures  to  fill  budgeted  vacancies  rather  than 
relying  on  overtime  paid  from  “salary  savings.” 

55.  The  Airport  Director  should  examine  all  procedures  governing  the  monitoring  of 
overtime  accumulation  and  review  and  tighten  procedures  to  achieve  a permanent 
reduction  in  overtime  expenditures.  Overtime  limitations  should  be  enforced 

56  The  Airport  Director  should  institute  procedures  to  carefully  monitor  individual 
overtime  earners  to  significantly  reduce  excessive  individual  overtime 
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RECREATION  AND  PARK  DEPARTMENT 

Overtime  costs  for  the  current  year  and  for  1996-97,  have  significantly  exceeded  the 
budget  for  overtime.  In  1995-96,  overtime  was  less  than  the  budgeted  amount.  Overtime 
can  result  from  expected  and  unexpected  events.  The  Department  needs  to  further 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  ten  hour/four  day  shifts  and  weekend  shifts  (e.g.,  Tuesday- 
Saturday  and  Wednesday-  Sunday)  and,  if  necessary,  incorporate  them  into  MOUs.  The 
level  of  overtime  reimbursement  for  3 Com/Candlestick  Park  needs  to  be  analyzed. 

The  Overtime  Report  shows  the  following  overtime  amounts  for  the  San  Francisco 
Recreation  and  Park  Department: 


For  Year: 

Original  Budget 

Revised  Budget 

Actual 

1997-98 

$459,963 

$421,871 

$878,174 

(through  5/15/98) 

1996-97 

$401,899 

$401,899 

$900,833 

1995-96 

$401,899 

$471,499 

$390,053 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  pays  overtime  for  recurring  and  non-recurring 
events.  Examples  of  recurring  events  include  pre-event  preparations  at 
3 Com/Candlestick  Park,  weekend  garbage  pickups  and  volunteer  programs  in  Golden 
Gate  Park.  Non-recurring  events  include  damage  caused  by  nature  such  as  winter  storms 
or  a fire  at  Sierra  Camp  Mather.  The  Giants  reimburse  a portion  of  overtime  for 
3Com/Candlestick  Park.  Overtime  above  budgeted  amounts  was  funded  through  "salary 
savings"  from  vacant  positions. 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  responded  to  the  CGJ’s  questionnaire.  Copies  of 
MOUs  and  numerous  other  documents  were  provided. 
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Findings 

• The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has  recently  tightened  management  control 
of  overtime  by  requiring  prior  written  authorization  for  overtime  by  the  General 
Manager.  Failure  to  obtain  such  prior  approval  may  result  in  disciplinary  action 

• Most  employees  are  covered  by  union  contracts  (MOUs)  that  in  some  cases 
determine  how  overtime  will  be  assigned.  The  option  of  assigning  employees  to  a 
ten  hour/four  day  workweek  will  require  renegotiating  MOU  provisions  since  not 
all  current  contracts  provide  for  straight  time  shifts  of  more  than  eight  hours 

• The  Department  has  not  yet  evaluated  the  effectiveness  of  ten  hour/four  day 
shifts.  In  order  to  provide  weekend  gardener  coverage,  newly  hired  staff 
members  can  be  required  to  work  weekend  shifts  (Tuesday- Saturday  or 
Wednesday-Sunday),  which  is  expected  to  alleviate  some  use  of  overtime. 

• The  required  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  overtime  for  1996-97  has  not 
been  submitted.  In  November  1997,  the  acting  General  Manager  indicated  the 
report  would  be  submitted  shortly. 

Recommendations 

57.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  should  continue  to  require  prior  approval  by 
the  General  Manager  for  overtime. 

58.  The  effectiveness  of  ten  hour/four  day  shifts  as  well  as  weekend  shifts  (e  g., 
Tuesday-  Saturday  and  Wednesday-Sunday)  should  be  evaluated  by  the 
Department.  If  that  scheduling  is  found  to  be  effective  in  accomplishing  the 
required  work  and  reducing  overtime  it  should  be  a priority  to  seek  to  include 
provisions  authorizing  such  scheduling  in  MOUs. 

59.  The  Director  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  should  submit  required 
overtime  reports  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  by  the  required  deadline 
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60.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  should  evaluate  whether  the  Giants  and 
Forty-Niners  are  fully  reimbursing  overtime  costs  incurred  at  3Com/Candlestick 
Park. 


PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION  (PUC)  - WATER  DEPARTMENT 

The  Water  Department  responded  to  the  CGJ's  questionnaire  on  overtime.  Extensive 
exhibits  and  supplemental  information  were  also  provided. 

The  Public  Utilities  Commission  includes  the  following  three  operating  groups: 

1 . Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power 

2.  San  Francisco  Water  Department 

3.  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Department 

Significant  overtime  expenditures  occur  only  in  the  Water  Department.  Overtime  for  the 
current  and  prior  years  has  significantly  exceeded  the  budget  for  overtime.  The  Overtime 
Report  shows  the  following  overtime  amounts  for  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department: 


For  Year: 

Original  Budget 

Revised  Budget 

Actual 

1997-98 

$689,132 

$1,210,762 

$2,595,118 

(through  5/15/98) 

1996-97 

$682,132 

$694,215 

$2,640,049 

1995-96 

$825,052 

$875,052 

$2,939,967 

The  Water  Department  stated  that  its  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  overtime,  as 
required  under  Administrative  Code  Section  18.13,  has  not  been  made  for  the  following 
reason: 

"The  Controller’s  Accounting  System  changed  from  the  old  FAMIS  to  the  new 
FAMIS." 

The  Department  needs  to  make  required  reports  on  overtime  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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Funds  budgeted  for  vacant  positions  have  been  used  to  fund  overtime,  thus  obviating  the 
need  to  request  supplemental  appropriations  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  The  "salary 
savings"  scheme  is  used  to  shift  base  pay  allocations  to  fund  overtime  without  prior 
approval  from  the  Controller  or  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  Department  needs  to  fill  vacant  positions  and  to  implement  alternative  shift 
arrangements  for  ongoing  operations  and  to  have  crews  available  to  cope  with 
emergencies. 

The  Independent  in  its  December  23,  1997,  issue  analyzes  the  Water  Department's  use  of 
overtime  and  quotes  Water  Department  memoranda  from  1995,  documenting  regular 
patterns  of  a select  group  of  employees  receiving  the  ‘lion’s  share’  of  overtime.  This 
group  included  many  supervisors.  The  article  further  alleges  that  similar  practices  have 
gone  on  for  years. 

Findings 

• Approximately  25%  of  filtration  plant  positions  are  vacant.  Therefore,  overtime 
is  required  to  safely  operate  the  facilities.  Hiring  delays  are  blamed  for  these 
vacancies. 

• No  representatives  of  management  are  involved  in  union  MOU  negotiations 

• The  Human  Resources  staff  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  was  reported  to  be 
under-funded  and  under-staffed.  Difficulties  were  reported  in  changing  from  the 
salary  survey  method  of  setting  wage  rates  to  the  collective  bargaining  process 
which  requires  negotiating  with  unions.  The  existing  staff  may  not  have  the  skills 
and  experience  required  for  effective  representation  of  the  City’s  interests  in 
collective  bargaining. 

® Since  the  Department  routinely  has  capital  expenditure  construction  projects 
underway  it  is  able  to  shift  some  operating  overtime  expenses  to  capital 
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expenditures.  This  can  distort  the  reporting  and  accounting  for  operations  and 
capital  projects. 

Recommendations 

61 . Since  emergencies  occur  every  year,  overtime  based  upon  prior  year's  experience 
should  be  included  in  the  budget.  Non-emergency  projects  should  be  scheduled 
for  completion  during  normal  working  hours. 

62.  The  Department  should  consider  additional  alternative  shift  arrangements  that 
cover  weekends  and  evenings,  since  pollution  control  problems  regularly  occur 
outside  the  normal  work  week. 

63.  The  Water  Department  staff  should  be  trained  in  the  new  FAMIS  system  and  be 
able  to  make  the  required  reports  on  overtime  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

64.  The  Water  Department  (PUC)  management  should  be  part  of  the  team  negotiating 
MOUs. 

65.  Operating  and  capital  accounts  should  be  audited  regularly  to  prevent  shifting  of 
operating  overtime  expenses  to  capital  accounts. 

66.  The  Water  Department  (PUC)  should  overhaul  Human  Resources  hiring  practices 
so  that  vacant  positions  can  be  promptly  filled. 

REQUESTED  RESPONSES 

Mayor 

Board  of  Supervisors 

Airport  Commission 

Civil  Service  Commission 

Community  Health  Network  (Department  of  Public  Health) 
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Department  of  Human  Resources 
Fire  Department 
Municipal  Railway 
Police  Department 
Recreation  and  Park  Department 
Water  Department  (PUC) 
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October  16,  1997 


Mr.  John  Doe,  Director 
San  Francisco  Any  Department 
1000  Any  Street,  Room  100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

RE:  Overtime  costs 

Dear  Mr.  Doe, 

The  1997-98  San  Francisco  County  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  conducting  an  investigation  into 
overtime  costs  incurred  by  various  City  and  County  departments.  To  facilitate  this 
investigation,  we  are  compiling  information  relative  to  both  the  written  and  the 
‘customary’  overtime  practices  and  procedures  of  specific  departments. 

The  following  questions  have  been  developed  to  elicit  pertinent  information  and  aid  in  its 
analysis.  Your  cooperation  in  responding  to  these  questions  fully  and  completely,  for 
your  department,  will  be  appreciated.  To  insure  accuracy,  the  responses  must  be 
reviewed  and  acknowledged  by  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  your  department. 

Please  submit  your  written  responses  to  these  questions,  specifically  referenced  to 
each  numbered  question,  within  thirty  (30)  calendar  days  from  this  date,  and 

forward  your  responses  to: 

Civil  Grand  Jury  Office 
c/o  Mr.  Gary  Giubbini 
633  Folsom  Street,  Room  100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
Attention:  Overtime  Committee 

Thank  you  for  your  prompt  attention  to  this  very  important  matter. 

Sincerely, 


George  G.  Breed,  Chairman 

Overtime  Committee 

San  Francisco  County  Civil  Grand  Jury 


SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  CIVIL  GRAND  JURY  (1997-98) 
OVERTIME  QUESTIONNAIRE 
for 


Department 


1 . Explain  why  your  department  needs  to  pay  overtime.  Be  specific. 

Include  models  for  normal  scheduling  requirements  and  overtime 
scheduling  requirements  for  weekdays,  emergencies  and  holidays. 

2.  Does  your  department  budget  for  expected  overtime? 

a.  What  is  the  amount  budgeted  for  overtime  for  1997-98? 

b.  Explain  the  parameters  used  to  determine  the  amount  budgeted  for  1997- 

98. 

3.  If  the  actual  overtime  paid  in  1996-97  exceeded  the  amount  budgeted  for  1996- 
97,  explain  how  and  why.  Be  specific. 

If  overtime  paid  exceeded  budget,  explain  how  additional  required  funds 
were  appropriated? 

4.  Please  provide  copies  of  the  following: 

a.  Departmental  overtime  budgets  for  the  most  recent  three  (3)  fiscal  years. 

b.  Budget  explanations  for  the  most  recent  three  (3)  fiscal  years. 

c.  For  the  most  recent  three-(3)  fiscal  years,  please  provide  a list,  by  job 
classification,  of  departmental  employees  who  are  eligible  for  and  who 
receive  overtime,  and  the  annual  amount  paid  for  each  job  classification. 

5.  Please  provide  copies  of  all  departmental  and  contractual  provisions  governing 
overtime  in  your  department,  and  those  job  classifications  covered  by  each.  Be 

specific. 

a.  Are  any  overtime  provisions  covered  by  employment  and/or  union 
contracts?  Be  specific. 

b.  Are  any  job  classifications  given  overtime  opportunities  by  provisions  in 
employment  or  union  contracts? 

c.  Are  there  any  variations  or  differences  in  overtime  provisions  for 
individual  job  classifications  as  a result  of  either  departmental  policies  or 
union  contracts?  Be  specific. 

6.  Explain  any  accepted  procedures  for  altering  or  modifying  existing  overtime  rules 
and  regulations. 

How  are  employees  notified  of  any  changes  in  said  rules  or  regulations? 


In  addition  to  departmental  policies  and  contractual  overtime  provisions,  do  any 
other  local,  state  or  federal  payroll  rules,  regulations  and/or  procedures  apply  to 
your  department?  Be  specific. 

Who  in  the  department  determines  the  need  for  overtime  and  authorizes  it? 
Explain  the  parameters  determining  the  need  for  overtime. 

Explain  how  it  is  determined  which  job  classifications,  and  which  specific 
employees  within  each  classification,  will  be  assigned  overtime  in  excess  of  a 
normal  workday. 

Is  seniority  a factor  in  assigning  overtime  either  by  contractual  provisions 
or  departmental  custom? 

Has  your  department  ever  considered  the  alternative  of  a four  (4)  day,  ten 
(10)  hour  per  day  work  week  as  a means  of  controlling  overtime  in  excess 
of  a job  classification’s  normal  workweek?  Explain  why  or  why  not. 

Explain  how  it  is  determined  which  job  classifications,  and  which  specific 
employees  within  each  classification,  will  be  assigned  overtime  on  designated 
holidays. 

a.  Is  seniority  a factor  in  assigning  overtime  either  by  contractual  provisions 
or  departmental  custom? 

b.  Please  provide  a list  of  designated  holidays. 

c.  Specify  whether  these  holidays  are  consistent  among  all  job 
classifications. 

If  not,  describe  the  differences. 

Explain  any  variations  either  by  contractual  obligations  or  departmental  customs 
in  overtime  assignments  in  excess  of  a normal  workday  as  opposed  to 
overtime  assignments  for  designated  holidays? 

For  each  job  classification,  explain  the  departmental  pay  calculation  formula  for  . 

a.  Overtime  in  excess  of  a normal  workday. 

b.  Overtime  in  excess  of  a normal  workweek. 

c.  Overtime  for  a designated  holiday. 

RE:  Overtime  oversight 

a.  Explain  how  departmental  overtime  is  reported  to  your  payroll 
department. 

b.  Explain  how  departmental  overtime  is  reported  to  the  Controller’s  office, 
c Explain  whom  or  what  department  audits  overtime  expenses  and 

determines  the  accuracy  of  overtime  payments 


15.  In  1995,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  an  ordinance  requiring 
semi-annual  written  reports  from  all  departments  either  paying  mere  than  one 
million  dollars  ($1,000,000)  annually  in  overtime,  or  exceeding  annual  budgeted 
wages  by  five  percent  (5%).  For  the  year  1996-97,  please  provide  copies  of 
these  semi-annual  reports  for  your  department. 

If  these  reports  are  not  available,  explain  why  not. 

1 6.  Section  1 8 . 1 3 of  the  Administrative  Code  requires  biannual  written  reports  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  regarding  specific  employees  with  annual  overtime  wages 
that  exceed  sixteen  percent  (16%)  of  their  gross  scheduled  salary.  Please  provide 
copies  of  the  two  most  recent  reports  regarding  such  individual  employees,  by  job 
classification,  for  your  department. 

a.  For  employees  exempt  from  reporting  under  Section  18. 13,  but  who 
received  similar  overtime  compensation,  please  provide  comparable 
payroll  information. 

b.  If  these  reports  are  not  available,  explain  why  not. 


Responses  submitted  by: 

Signature: 

Name  (Please  print): 

Title: 

Date: 


The  foregoing  responses  have  been  reviewed  for  accuracy  and  are  acknowledged  by  the 
Chief  Financial  Officer  of Department. 

S ignature: 

Name  (Please  print): 

Title: 

Date: 
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Section  18.9 


District  shall  be  payable  bi-weekly  in  accordance  with  regulations  established  by  the 
Controller.  Prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  ordinance  and  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  General  Manager  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  the  Controller  shall  prepare 
and  distribute  a schedule  of  bi-weekly  pay  rates  for  all  positions  in  the  classified 
service  of  the  City  and  County  and  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District. 
(Amended  by  Ord.  161-68,  App.  6/26/68) 

SEC  18.10.  PERSONS  DESIGNATED  TO  CERTIFY  AS  TO  OATH  OF 
ALLEGIANCE.  The  chief  executive  officer  of  each  department  of  the  City  and 
County  is  hereby  designated  as  the  officer  in  such  department  who  shall  ascertain  and 
certify  that  all  officers  and  employees  within  such  department  have  taken  the  oath  of 
affirmation  or  allegiance  required  by  State  law.  The  General  Manager  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  shall  ascertain  and  certify  that  each  officer  so  designated  has 
taken  such  oath  or  affirmation  of  allegiance.  (Amended  by  Ord.  161-68,  App.  6/26/68) 

SEC  18.11.  PORT  COMMISSION  EMPLOYEES  PAY.  Except  where  the 
Charter  provides  otherwise,  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  is  hereby  authorized 
to  do  all  acts  necessary  for  the  payment  of  wages  to  its  employees,  which  acts  shall 
include  those  required  to  be  performed  by  the  Controller. 

Any  employee  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  who  is  authorized  to  sign 
on  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  Revolving  Fund,  from  which  the  employees 
shall  be  paid  their  wages,  shall  be  bonded  in  an  amount  not  less  than  $100,000 
according  to  the  provisions  of  Chapter  16,  Article  IX  of  the  San  Francisco  Administra- 
tive Code.  (Added  by  Ord.  441-81,  App.  8/21/81) 

SEC  18.12.  WORK  PERIOD  FAIR  LABOR  STANDARDS  ACT.  Pursuant 
to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  as  amended.  Title  29  U.S.C.  201  et  seq.  and, 
in  particular.  Section  207  thereof  and  pursuant  to  implementing  regulations  in  29 
C.F.R.  parts  500  to  899  and,  in  particular,  parts  778  thereof,  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  hereby  adopts  as  its  official  work  period  (or  work  week)  a seven-day 
168-hour  period  commencing  on  Saturday  12:01  am.  April  5,  1986,  and  ending  on 
midnight  of  Friday  12:00  p.m.  April  11,  1986,  and  continuing  at  recurring  work 
periods  of  seven  consecutive  24-hour  periods  or  168  consecutive  hours  thereafter. 

This  work  period  shall  be  applicable  to  all  officers  and  employees  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  except  where  a board,  commission  or  appointing  officer 
after  meeting  and  conferring  regarding  the  impact  insofar  as  required  by  State  law, 
has  made  a written  election  under  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  a different  work 
period  for  some  or  all  of  the  employees  under  its  jurisdiction.  (Added  by  Ord.  152-86, 
App.  5/2/86) 

SEC.  18.13.  MAXIMUM  PERMISSIBLE  OVERTIME,  (a)  No  appointing 
officer  shall  suffer  or  permit  any  employee  to  work  overtime  hours  that  exceed,  in 
any  fiscal  year,  16  percent  of  the  number  of  hours  that  the  employee  is  regularly 
scheduled  to  work  on  a straight-time  basis  in  that  fiscal  year.  For  the  purpose  of 
calculating  the  maximum  number  of  overtime  hours  an  employee  is  permitted  to  work 
under  this  Section,  hours  attributed  to  vacation  shall  be  deemed  included  in  the  hours 
the  employee  is  regularly  scheduled  to  work  on  a straight-time  basis  in  a fiscal  year. 
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(b)  An  appointing  officer  may,  by  written  authorization,  require  an  employee 
to  work  overtime  hours  in  excess  of  the  limitation  set  forth  in  Subsection  (a).  The 
appointing  officer  shall  submit  a biannual  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on 
January  5th  and  May  1st  of  each  year  justifying  any  excess  overtime  granted  pursuant 
to  this  subsection.  These  reports  may  be  combined  with  any  reports  required  under 
Subsection  (d). 

(c)  The  provisions  of  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  overtime  worked  by  any 
employee  where  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  incurs  no  direct  or  indirect 
additional  costs  and  where  the  employee  acquires  no  right  to  compensatory  time  off. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  Section,  "direct  or  indirect  additional  costs”  includes  any 
additional  salary,  wages,  compensatory  time  or  any  other  benefit  provided  at  that  time 
or  deferred  until  a later  date. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  work  performed  by 
members  of  the  uniformed  ranks  of  the  Police  and  Fire  Departments,  transit  operators 
and  transit  operator  supervisors  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  nurses  and 
other  emergency  workers  employed  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  or  any  other 
employee  when  the  work  is  required  pursuant  to  a standing  directive  of  the  appointing 
officer  to  complete  a task  after  the  end  of  the  employee’s  regularly  scheduled  shift 
or  to  fill  emergency  staff  shortages. 

(e)  Hie  provisions  of  Subsections  (e)  and  (f)  shall  apply  to  any  department  that 
had  actual  overtime  expenditures  of  $25,000  or  greater  in  the  immediately  preceding 
fiscal  year.  The  appointing  officer  of  every  such  department  shall  submit  a biannual 
report  on  January  5th  and  May  1st  of  each  year  to  the  Budget  Analyst,  with  copies 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  report  shall  include: 

(1)  Budgeted  salaries  for  the  immediately  preceding  fiscal  year,  budgeted 
overtime  for  the  immediately  preceding  fiscal  year,  and  budgeted  overtime  as  a 
percentage  of  budgeted  salaries  for  the  immediately  preceding  fiscal  year; 

(2)  Actual  salary  expenditures  for  the  immediately  preceding  fiscal  year,  actual 
overtime  expenditures  for  the  immediately  preceding  fiscal  year,  and  actual  overtime 
expenditures  as  a percentage  of  actual  salary  expenditures  for  the  immediately 
preceding  fiscal  year; 

(3)  Actual  year-to-date  salary,  expenditures  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  actual 
year-to-date  overtime  expenditures  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and  actual  year-to-date 
overtime  expenditures  as  a percentage  of  actual  year-to-date  salary  expenditures  for 
the  current  fiscal  year, 

(4)  Projected  salary  expenditures  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  projected  overtime 
expenditures  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and  projected  overtime  expenditures  as  a 
percentage  of  projected  salary  expenditures  for  the  current  fiscal  year;  and 

(5)  Such  other  information  as  the  Budget  Analyst  may  require. 

The  report  shall  also  analyze  whether  hiring  additional  part-time  or  full-time  employ- 
ees would  be  more  cost  effective  than  current  overtime  expenditures. 

(f)  The  Budget  Analyst  shall  report  back  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  to 
the  finance  Committee  (or  such  other  committee  of  the  Board  as  is  responsible  for 
budgetary  matters)  by  February  5th  and  June  1st,  respectively,  with  its  assessment  of 
the  departmental  reports  and  the  status  of  City  overtime  expenditures  as  a whole.  The 
Budget  Analyst’s  report  shall  also  discuss  as  appropriate  the  accuracy  and  complete- 
ness of  the  information  provided  by  the  various  departments. 
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(g)  The  intent  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  adopting  this  Section,  is  to 
establish  administrative  procedures  for  the  guidance  of  its  appointing  officers.  It  is 
not  assuming,  nor  is  it  imposing  on  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  or  on  its 
officers  or  employees,  an  obligation  for  breach  of  which  it  is  liable  in  money  damages 
to  any  person  who  claims  that  such  breach  caused  injury.  (Added  by  Ord.  211-88, 
App.  5/25/88;  amended  by  Ord.  138-95,  App.  5/5/95;  Ord.  428-97,  App.  11/17/97) 

SEC.  18.14,  EMPLOYEE  INFORMATION  REPORTS,  (a)  Each  department 
or  office,  through  the  head  thereof  or  an  employee  designated  by  him  or  her,  shall 
initially  report  all  employees  currently  employed  by  that  department  or  office,  and 
thereafter  shall  report  all  employees  who  are  newly  hired  or  rehired  or  returning  to 
work  from  a lay  off,  furlough,  separation,  leave  of  absence  without  pay,  or  termination 
to  the  Controller  at  such  times  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Controller,  by  regulation, 
may  require. 

(b)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Controller  to  report  all  of  the  following  informa- 
tion to  the  State  Employment  Development  Department: 

(1)  Those  persons  employed  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  as  of 
January  1, 1994,  to  whom  the  Controller  anticipates  shall  be  paid  earnings  by  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco.  This  report  shall  be  submitted  not  later  than  January 
31,  1994,  and  shall  contain  the  information  specified  in  Paragraph  (d)  for  each 
employee; 

(2)  The  hiring  of  any  person  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  whom 
the  Controller  anticipates  shall  be  paid  earnings  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco; 

(3)  The  rehiring  or  return  to  work  of  any  person  who  has  been  laid  off, 
furloughed,  separated,  granted  a leave  without  pay,  or  terminated  from  employment, 
and  to  whom  the  Controller  anticipates  shall  be  paid  wages  by  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco.  The  Controller  shall  not  report  any  of  the  following  persons:  (1) 
any  person  who  is  paid  wages  of  less  than  $300  each  month,  (2)  any  person  who  is 
under  18  years  of  age. 

(c)  The  Controller  shall  submit  a report  within  30  days  of  hiring,  rehiring,  or 
return  to  work  of  any  person  on  whom  the  Controller  is  required  to  report  pursuant 
to  this  Section. 

(d)  Reports  shall  contain  all  of  the  following: 

(1)  The  first  initial  and  last  name  and  social  security  number  of  the  employ- 
ee^); 

(2)  The  name,  address,  and  state  employer  identification  number  of  the  employ- 
er. 

The  report  may  be  submitted  by  filing  a copy  of  the  employee’s  W-4  form,  any  hiring 
document,  or  a form  provided  by  the  Employment  Development  Department,  by  mail 
or  telefaxing  or  by  any  other  means  that  is  authorized  by  the  Employment  Develop- 
ment Department  and  that  will  result  in  timely  reporting. 

(e)  For  purposes  of  this  Section,  “wages”  means  the  same  as  defined  in  Section 
926  of  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Code.  (Added  by  Ord.  2-95,  App.  1/13/95) 
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Article  IX:  FINANCIAL  PROVISIONS 


SEC.  9.100.  BUDGET  PROCESS  ORDINANCES. 


The  fiscal  year  for  the  City  and  County  shall  commence  on  the  first  day  of  July  of  each  year  and  shall 
end  on  the  last  day  of  June  of  the  next  succeeding  year.  On  or  before  June  30  of  each  year,  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  shall,  except  for  equipment  and  capital  improvements,  enact  an  interim  appropriation 
ordinance  and  not  earlier  than  the  15th  day  of  July,  nor  later  than  the  first  of  August  of  each  year,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  shall  adopt  the  proposed  budget  as  submitted  or  amended  and  shall  adopt  the 
annual  appropriation  ordinance  accordingly,  which  shall  supersede  the  interim  appropriation 
ordinance. 


The  Mayor  shall  submit  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  shall  act  on  ordinances  with  respect  to  the 
following: 


1.  A schedule  and  procedures  for  the  orderly  preparation  and  submission  of  the  annual  proposed 
budget  and  for  the  review  and  adoption  of  the  necessary  interim  and  final  appropriations  ordinances; 


2.  A description  of  the  form  of  the  annual  proposed  budget  and  appropriation  ordinance  consistent  with 
the  financial  records  required  by  Section  3.105  of  this  Charter  and  containing  information  relating  the 
type  and  extent  of  services  to  be  delivered  or  revenues  to  be  generated  to  proposed  expenditures  in  a 
manner  which,  to  the  extent  feasible,  allows  comparison  of  revenue  trends  as  well  as  expected 
performance  and  expenditures  between  various  fiscal  years; 

3.  A procedure  to  include  pub  he  participation  in  the  budgetary  process  which  shall  include  public 
hearings  conducted  by  the  commissions.  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors;  and 


4.  The  form,  content  and  dates  of  submission  of  the  City's  Capital  Improvements  and  Facilities 
Maintenance  Budgets.  The  ordinance  relating  to  Capital  Improvement  and  Facilities  Maintenance  shall 
minimally: 


(a)  Require  that  such  budgets  be  prepared  for  more  than  a single  year; 


(b)  Clearly  establish  distinctions  between  major,  long  term  construction,  replacement  and  acquisition 
projects  (Capital  Improvements)  and  short  term  repair,  minor  replacement  and  maintenance  projects 
(Facilities  Maintenance); 


(c)  Be  consistent  as  to  the  date  of  submission  with  the  time  requirements  established  for  the  submission 
of  the  budget  and  appropriation  ordinance;  and 


(d)  Provide  information  regarding  the  estimated  completion  sch  dulefort 
funding  source  for  each  and  the  estimated  annual  operating  costs  thereof. 


SEC.  9.101.  PROPOSED  ANNUAL  AND  MULTI-YEAR  BUDGETS. 


The  Mayor  shall  submit  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  each  year  an  annual  proposed  budget,  ordinances 
and  resolutions  fixing  wages  and  benefits  for  all  classifications  and  related  appropriation  ordinances. 


The  annual  proposed  budget  shall  include: 


1.  Estimated  revenues  and  surpluses  from  whatever  sources,  to  the  extent  feasible,  for  the  forthcoming 
fiscal  year  and  the  allocation  of  such  revenues  and  surpluses  to  various  departments,  functions  and 
programs  to  support  expenditures.  Proposed  expenditures  may  include  such  necessary  and  prudent 
reserves  as  recommended  by  the  Controller;  and 


2.  A summary  of  the  annual  proposed  budget  with  a narrative  description  of  priorities,  services  to  be 
provided  and  economic  assumptions  used  in  preparing  the  revenue  estimates.  The  summary  shall  also 
contain  a discussion  of  trends  and  projections  of  revenues  and  expenditures  of  the  City  and  County  for 
the  subsequent  four  years. 


The  annual  proposed  budget  and  appropriation  ordinances  shall  be  balanced  so  that  the  proposed 
expenditures  of  each  fund  do  not  exceed  the  estimated  revenues  and  surpluses  of  that  fund.  If  the 
proposed  budget  contains  new  revenue  or  fees,  the  Mayor  shall  submit  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  the 
relevant  implementing  ordinances  at  the  same  time  the  annual  budget  is  submitted. 


Until  the  appropriation  ordinances  are  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Mayor  may  submit  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  revisions  to  the  annual  proposed  budget,  appropriation  ordinances,  and 
ordinances  and  resolutions  fixing  wages  and  benefits. 


The  Mayor  may  instruct  the  Controller  to  prepare  the  draft  appropriation  ordinances. 


The  Mayor  shall  file  a copy  of  the  annual  proposed  budget  at  the  Main  Library  and  shall  give  notice  of 
the  budget  summary,  including  making  copies  available  to  the  public.  Upon  final  approval  of  the 
budget  by  both  the  Board  and  the  Mayor,  notice  shall  be  given  of  the  final  budget  summary. 


The  Board  of  Supervisors  by  ordinance  may  require  multi-year  budget  plans  and  other  budget  planning 
strategies  to  be  performed  by  the  several  departments  and  offices  of  the  City  and  County. 


SEC.  9.102.  CERTIFICATION  OF  REVENUE  ESTIMATES. 


The  Mayor  shall  submit  to  the  Controller  for  review  the  estimated  revenues  contained  in  the  annual 
proposed  budget  and  any  subsequent  revisions.  The  Controller  shall  then  provide  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  with  an  opinion  regarding  the  accuracy  of  economic  assumptions  underlying  the  revenue 
estimates  and  the  reasonableness  of  such  estimates  and  revisions. 


SEC.  9.103.  ADOPTION  OF  APPROPRIATION  ORDINANCES. 


The  Board  of  Supervisors  may  amend  the  annual  proposed  budget  and  appropriation  ordinances  as 
follows: 


1 .  After  review  of  the  Controller's  analysis  of  the  Mayor's  revenue  estimates,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
may  reduce  estimated  revenues; 


2.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  may  increase  or  decrease  any  proposed  expenditure  in  the  General  Fund 
or  any  special,  sequestered  or  other  fund  so  long  as  the  aggregate  changes  do  not  cause  the 
expenditures  from  each  fund  to  exceed  the  amount  proposed  for  expenditures  by  the  Mayor  from  any 
such  fund;  and 


3.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  may  increase  or  decrease  any  proposed  expenditure  for  Capital 
Improvements. 


SEC.  9.104.  VETO  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 


The  Mayor  may  reduce  or  reject  any  expenditure  authorized  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  except 
appropriations  for  bond  interest,  redemption  or  other  fixed  charges,  within  ten  days  after  the  adoption 
of  a final  annual  or  supplemental  appropriations  ordinance.  Within  ten  days  of  receipt  of  the  Mayor’s 
veto  message,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  may  reinstate,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  expenditure  reduced  or 
rejected  by  the  Mayor  by  a vote  of  two-thirds  of  its  members.  In  overriding  any  Mayoral  veto,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  shall  not  cause  the  aggregate  expenditures  for  the  General  Fund  or  any  special, 
sequestered  or  other  fund  in  the  appropriation  ordinances  to  exceed  the  Mayor's  revenue  estimate  as 
allocated  to  such  funds. 


SEC.  9.105.  MODIFICATIONS. 


The  Board  of  Supervisors  may  authorize  the  Controller,  upon  the  request  of  the  Mayor,  other  officials, 
boards  or  commissions  of  the  City  and  County  to  transfer  previously  appropriated  amounts  within  the 
same  fund  within  the  same  governmental  unit  without  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


Amendments  to  the  appropriations  ordinance,  as  finally  adopted,  may  be  initiated  by  the  Mayor  or  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  adopted  in  the  same  manner  as  other  ordinances.  No 
amendment  to  the  appropriations  ordinance  may  be  adopted  unless  the  Controller  certifies  availability 
of  funds. 


Any  appropriation  contained  in  an  emergency  ordinance  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  amendnv  ;u  t<  ,l 

final  appropriations  ordinance. 


SEC.  9.113.  CASH  RESERVES. 


Unused  and  unencumbered  appropriations  or  unencumbered  balances  existing  at  the  close  of  any  fiscal 
year  in  revenue  or  expense  appropriations  of  the  City  and  County  for  any  such  fiscal  year,  but 
exclusive  of  revenue  or  money  required  by  law  to  be  held  in  school,  bond,  bond  interest,  bond 
redemption,  pension,  trust,  utility  or  other  specific  funds,  or  to  be  devoted  exclusively  to  specified 
purposes  other  than  annual  appropriations,  and  together  with  revenues  collected  or  accruing  from  any 
source  during  such  fiscal  year,  in  excess  of  the  estimated  revenue  from  such  source  as  shown  by  the 
annual  budget  and  the  appropriation  ordinance  for  such  fiscal  year,  shall  be  transferred  by  the 
Controller,  at  the  closing  of  such  fiscal  year,  to  a "Cash  Reserve  Fund"  which  may  be  used  only  in  the 
manner  authorized  by  Section  6.304  of  the  Charter  of  1932,  including  the  transfer  provisions,  as 
codified  in  the  Administrative  Code;  provided,  however,  that  when  the  balance  in  the  Cash  Reserve 
Fund  equals  ten  per  cent  of  the  current  or  the  last  preceding  tax  levy  no  such  transfer  shall  be  made 
except  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Controller,  the  approval  of  the  Mayor  and  the  authorization  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


Such  unused  and  unencumbered  appropriations,  balance  and  revenue  collections  in  excess  of  revenue 
estimates,  as  defined  in  this  section  when  not  transferred  to  the  Cash  Reserve  Fund  as  hereinbefore  in 
this  section  required  or  authorized,  shall  be  held  as  surplus. 


Such  surplus  shall  be  taken  into  account  as  revenue  of  the  ensuing  fiscal  year;  provided,  however,  that 
any  such  surplus  created  or  existing  in  any  fiscal  year  may  be  appropriated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
by  means  of  an  ordinance  designated  as  a supplemental  appropriation  ordinance. 


In  the  event  the  Mayor  or  a member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  recommends  a supplemental 
appropriation  ordinance  after,  the  adoption  of  the  budget  for  any  fiscal  year  and  prior  to  the  close  of  the 
fiscal  year  containing  any  item  which  had  been  rejected  by  the  Mayor  in  his/her  review  of 
departmental  budget  estimates  for  the  fiscal  year  or  which  had  been  rejected  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  its  consideration  of  the  Mayor's  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal  year,  it  shall  require  a 
vote  of  two-thirds  of  all  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  approve  such  supplemental 
appropriation  ordinance. 


No  ordinance  or  resolution  for  the  expenditure  of  money,  except  the  annual  appropriation  ordinance, 
shall  be  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  unless  the  Controller  first  certifies  to  the  Board  that  there 
is  a sufficient  unencumbered  balance  in  a fund  that  may  legally  be  used  for  such  proposed  expenditure, 
and  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Controller,  revenues  as  anticipated  in  the  appropriation  ordinance  for 
such  fiscal  year  and  properly  applicable  to  meet  such  proposed  expenditures  will  be  available  in  the 
treasury  in  sufficient  amount  to  meet  the  same  as  it  becomes  due. 


The  Board  of  Supervisors  shall  have  the  power  to  borrow  money  by  the  issuance  of  tax  anticipation 
notes,  temporary  notes,  commercial  paper,  or  any  other  short-term  debt  instruments  in  the  manner 
provided  by  state  law  or  City  ordinance. 


SEC.  9.114.  MISSION-DRIVEN  BUDGET. 


Each  departmental  budget  shall  describe  each  proposed  activity  of  that  department  and  the  cost  of  that 


activity.  In  addition,  each  department  shall  provide  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  with  the 
following  details  regarding  its  budget: 


1 .  The  overall  mission  and  goals  of  the  department; 


2.  The  specific  programs  and  activities  conducted  by  the  department  to  accomplish  its  mission  and 
goals; 


3.  The  customer(s)  or  chent(s)  served  by  the  department; 


4.  The  service  outcome  desired  by  the  customers)  or  client(s)  of  the  department's  programs  and 
activities; 


5.  Strategic  plans  that  guide  each  program  or  activity; 

6.  Productivity  goals  that  measure  progress  toward  strategic  plans; 


7.  The  total  cost  of  carrying  out  each  program  or  activity;  and 


8.  The  extent  to  which  the  department  achieved,  exceeded  or  failed  to  meet  its  missions,  goals, 
productivity  objectives,  service  objectives,  strategic  plans  and  spending  constraints  identified  in 
subsections  (1)  through  (6)  during  the  prior  year. 


Departmental  budget  estimates  shall  be  prepared  in  such  form  as  the  Controller,  after  consulting  with 
the  Mayor,  directs  in  writing. 


SEC.  9.115.  DEPARTMENTAL  BUDGET  COMMITMENTS. 


It  shall  be  the  duty  of  each  officer,  department  head,  board  or  commission  ultimately  responsible  for 
the  management  of  each  department  to  certify  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  his/her 
commitment  to  perform  the  programs  and  activities  with  specified  levels  of  performance  for  specified 
costs  as  outlined  in  the  budget  description  and  other  information  required  by  Section  9.114. 


SEC.  9.116.  DEPARTMENTAL  SAVINGS  AND  REVENUE  GAINS. 


Within  30  days  of  tire  Controller's  issuance  of  the  combined  annual  lii  uncial  report  of  the  City  and 
County,  the  Controller  shall  report  to  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Super  regarding  the  ex'"  . 
which  each  department  in  the  prior  fiscal  year  has  recovered  additional  rev  e nues  measuu  or. 
difference  between  projected  and  experienced  revenues.  It  shall  be  City  poiicv  for  the  Me\  ( >i  and 
Board  of  Supervisors,  upon  receipt  of  this  report,  through  the  supplemental  appropi  iatu 


give  serious  consideration  to  rewarding  those  departments  that  the  Controller  has  certified  pursuant  to 
this  section  exceeded  their  revenue  goals  or  met  or  exceeded  departmental  operational  goals  expending 
less  than  has  been  projected  in  the  budget. 


SEC.  9.117.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  AUDIT  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
SUPERVISORS. 


On  or  before  the  operative  date  of  this  Charter  and  until  this  requirement  is  changed  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  shall  establish  through  its  rales  an  Audit  Committee. 


The  Audit  Committee  shall: 

1 .  Maintain  a direct  and  separate  line  of  communication  between  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  City 
and  County's  independent  auditor; 


2.  Meet  with  the  independent  auditor  to  review  the  audited  annual  financial  statement  and  the  auditor's 
report  on  such  matters  as  the  quality  and  depth  of  management  and  compliance; 


3.  Recommend  appropriate  action  to  be  taken  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  implement 
recommendations  contained  in  the  audit  report; 


4.  Follow  up,  as  necessary,  to  ensure  that  approved  recommendations  are  promptly  implemented;  and 


5.  Perform  other  duties  as  assigned  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


©1997  City  & County  of  San  Francisco 
01/15/98 


APPENDIX  E 


DOCUMENTS  REVIEWED 


1992- 1993  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  California 

Overtime 

Response  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  to: 

1993- 1994  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  California 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department— Labor  Cost  Management 

Budget  Analyst  Report  to  Supervisor  Conroy,  dated  September  15,  1994 

RE:  Overtime  Expenditures  for  Calendar  Year  1993  and  January 

through  June  1994. 

Office  of  the  Controller  Memorandum,  dated  March  6,  1998 
RE:  Overtime  by  Department  for  1995-96,  1996-97, 

and  1997-98  (as  of  pay  period  ending  2/20/98) 

1996-1997  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  California 
The  Hiring  Process  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Worker’s  Compensation  Program 

Response  of  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  to: 
i -96-1997  Civil  Grai;d  jury  Report.  City  and  < 

The  Hiring  Process  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Worker’s  Compensation  Program 


7.  Department  of  Human  Resources  Performance  Summary,  1996-97 

Summary  of  Worker’s  Compensation  expenditures  by  fund,  category  and 
fiscal  year. 

8.  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 

Responses  to  1997-98  Civil  Grand  Jury  Overtime  Committee  Questionnaire 

9.  Department  of  Public  Transportation  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Responses  to  1997-98  Civil  Grand  Jury  Overtime  Committee  Questionnaire 

MOUs  between  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Transport  Workers’ 
Unions 

Provisional  Hiring  Outline 

Civil  Service  Hiring  Outline 

Monthly  Management  Report  for  December  1 997 

10.  San  Francisco  Fire  Department: 

Administration  Restructuring  Chart,  dated  April  1,  1997 
Personnel  Status  1997-1998 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  between 

San  Francisco  Fire  Fighters  Union  Local  798,  IAFF,  AFL-CIO,  and 
The  City  and  Couni  \ of  San  Francisco 


July  1,  1995  to  June  30,  1999 


Unit  1 (All  Uniformed  Ranks  below  H-40  Battalion  Chief 
SFFD  Action  Plan  to  Reduce  Overtime  Costs,  dated  October  24,  1997 
SFFD  Overtime  Justification  Report,  dated  October  24,  1997 
List  of  overtime  paid  by  job  Classification,  dated  October  27, 1997 
Compensation  for  uniformed  employees  for  fiscal  year  1997-98 
for  the  period  from  July  1,  1997-December  31,  1997 
Responses  to  1997-98  Civil  Grand  Jury  Overtime  Committee  Questionnaire 

1 1 . San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Responses  to  1997-98  Civil  Grand  Jury  Overtime  Committee  Questionnaire 

12.  San  Francisco  Police  Department 

Responses  to  1997-98  Civil  Grand  Jury  Overtime  Committee  Questionnaire 

13 . Recreation  and  Park  Department 

Responses  to  1997-98  Civil  Grand  Jury  Overtime  Committee  Questionnaire 

14.  Water  Department  (PUC) 

Responses  to  1997-98  Civil  Grand  Jury  Overtime  Committee  Questionnaire 


APPENDIX  F 


INDIVIDUALS  INTERVIEWED 


Office  of  the  Controller 

Controller 
Assistant  Controller 
Budget  Analyst 

Budget  Analyst 

Department  of  Human  Resources 

Human  Resources  Director 
Manager,  Operations  Division 
Department  of  Public  Health 

Human  Resources  Director 
Department  of  Public  Transportation 

Director,  Public  Transportation  Department 
Chief  Operating  Officer 
Chief  Financial  Officer 

Deputy  Director  of  Operations  and  Chief  Transportation  Officer 
General  Superintendent,  Scheduling  and  Data  Services,  Safety  and  Training 
Director  of  Personnel 
Personnel  Officer 

Assistant  General  Manager,  Department  of  Human  Resources 


Director  of  Trainim 


San  Francisco  Police  Department 

Deputy  Chief 
Administrative  Assistant 
Chief  Financial  Officer 
Others 

Sheriffs  Department 
Undersheriff 
Board  of  Supervisors 


Members 


APPENDIX  G 


s 


Subject:  CIVIL  SERVICE  HIRING  OUTLINE 


Please  find  attached  a draft  outline  of  the  steps  necessary  for  a civil  service 
appointment  This  outline  DOES  NOT  include  the  steps  necessary  to  establish 
a “list”  Those  steps  include: 

Job  Analysis  (The  job  analyis  is  needed  to  determine  if  there  were  any 
significant  changes  in  job  duties  since  the  last  exam.  This 
involves,  among  other  things,  reviewing  the  last 
announcement,  interviewing  management,  evaluating 
and  comparing  current  job  duties  vis  a vis  former  duties. 

Post  the  Announcement 

Review  applications,  notify  candidates,  enter  applicant  information  into 
HRIS  (Human  Resource  Information  System) 

Give  Examination  - possibly  oral  and/or  written 

Score  the  examination,  establish  pass  point,  enter  data,  notify  candidates. 


Delays  may  also  result  from  appeals  by  candidates.  (Civil  Service  provides  a 
process  by  which  candidates  can  challenge  the  examination  or  the  process.) 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  contact  me. 


STEPS  FOR  CIVIL  SERVICE  HIRING 


LIST 

I. 

Unknown 


(3d) 

Unknown 

II. 

Unknown 

(2d) 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

0 d) 

Unknown 


New  Position  (Positions  haven’t  been  used/Position  funded  from  another  (Txd)): 

A.  Division  request  PTD/HR  to  initiate  new  position  approval/request  for 
requisition/Division  provides  PTD  the  following  (2  w estimated.): 

1 . JAQ  (new)/CIassification  Information  (Unused  or  Txd) 

2.  Organizational  Chart 

3.  Justification 

(PTD/HR  reviews  information  provided  by  the  Division  and  works  with  Division 
for  completeness) 

B.  PTD/HR  reviews/sends  to  DHR  for  approval 

C.  DHR  sends  approval 
Established  Position: 

A.  Division  Requisition  Request  Form  to  PTD/Request  to  fill  vacancy. 
(Controlled  by  Division  -3d  estimated) 

B.  PTD  issue  request  for  requisition  (check  vacancy  report  ensuring  position 
availability/data  input/paperwork/intemal  reporting)  from  Mayor, 
Controller  and  DHR.  (Timed  so  that  approval  is  received  simultaneously 
with  issuance  of  Tentative  Eligible  List). 

1.  Mayor  to  Controller  (not  in  our  control) 

2.  Controller  to  DHR  (not  in  our  control) 

3.  DHR  to  PTD/HR  (not  in  our  control) 

C.  DHR  sends  approved  requisition  to  PTD/DHR. 

D.  DHR  establishes  Tentative  Eligible  List. 

E.  PTD/HR  Requests  Certification  from  DHR 

F.  DHR  establishes  Certification  and  notifies  PTD/HR  and  candidates  (not  in 
our  control  - many  variable's,  e.g..  If  no  certification  outstanding  and  only 
one  Department  with  vacancy  in  classification,  3 days  estimated.  If 

unresolved  cert,  could  take  months.  Candidates  have  a minimum  of  5 


STEPS  FOR  CIVIL  SERVICE  HIRING 


days  to  respond  to  Certification.) 


G.  Division  Formally  Begin  Selection  Process  On  tandem  with  request  for 
certification) 


Unknown 


(2d) 

Unknown 


(2d) 


(3d) 


i. 


Division  Draft  Interview  Criteria/Selecnion  Criteria/Selechonof 
Panel/Division  submits  to  PTD/HR  for  review  (not  in  PTD/HR 
control  - 5 to  7 days  estimated) 

PTD/HR  reviews  . . . 

Division  Sets  Up  Interviews/Complete  interviews/Division  makes 
selection/advise  PTD/HR  of  selection  (not  in  PTD/HR  control  - 
would  be  effected  by  number  of  candidates,  number  of  vacancies, 
coordination  of  schedules  - 2 to  3 w estimated) 

PTD/HR  reviews  selection  made  by  Division 

(should  be  consistent  with  affirmative  action  goals,  if  not,  need  to 

begin  to  deteimine^on  for  continued  underutilizanoi} 

PTD/HR  Prepares/sends  response  forms  to  DHR 
m^nonse  forms  include  information  from  above,  e.g..  Candidate 
ro^dTJr^iftcation  issued  by  DHR  to  PTD/HR,  PTDm 
advises  Division,  Division  selects  who  will  be  intervtewed  (as  tn 
special  condition  situation),  Division  makes  selection  and  provides 
information  to  PTD/HR,  PTD/HR  reviews  selection  for 
consistency  with  CS  Rules/AA/EEO  then  forward  to  DHR) 


(6  d) 


H.  PTD/HR  Processes  Candidate  Selected 


1..  'Offer 
2.  Accept  Offer 

I PTD/HR  Processes  Candidate  Hiring  (non  medical/drug)  (time  allows 
candidate  to  give  two  weeks  notice  to  current  employer.) 

1 . Schedule/complete  paperwork 

2.  Fingerprinting 


(Add  2d)  J. 


PTD/HR  Processes  Candidate  Hiring  (medical/drug) 

1 Schedule  Mccncal-  Drug  Screen 
- Cots'- n Jesuits  (medical  usual o 'mmcOi— «.e.  Jn.. 

business  days.) 


STEPS  FOR  CIVIL  SERVICE  HIRING 


Start  Work  (14-16  days  minimum  from  beginning  of  Process  Candidate 
process/add  days  necessary  to  begin  work  at  beginning  of  pay  period). 


□ Complete 

□ Outstanding 


PROVISIONAL  HIRING 


Activity 

I.  New  Positions: 

A.  Division  requests  PTD/HR  to 
initiate  new  position  approval 

Comments: 


Unit 


DIVISION 


B.  PTD/HR  review/sends  to  DHR  for  PTD/HR 
approval 

Comments: 


C.  DHR  sends  approval 
Comments: 


DHR 


II.  Established  Positions: 

A.  Division  Requisition  Request  DIVISION 

Form  to  PTD/HR  (request  to  fill 

vacancy). 

Comments: 

B.  PTD/HR  issue  request  for  PTD/HR 

requisition  to  Mayor 

Comments: 

C.  PTD/HR  receives  approved  DHR 

requisition  from  Mayor,  Controller 

and  DHR 

Comments: 


Est  Time 


Unknown 


3d 


Unknown 


Unknown 


2d 


Unknown 


D.  PTD/HR  Prepares  Announcement  PTD/HR 


Comph/Date 


□ 


o 


□ 


□ 


o 


□ 


□ Complete 

□ Outstanding 


PROVISIONAL  HIRING 


Comments: 

E.  PTD/HR  Posts  Announcement  PTD/HR 

and/or  Advertise 

Comments: 

F.  PTD/HR  Pre-screens  applications,  PTD/HR 
determining:  qualified,  better 

qualified  and  unqualified 
applicants 

Comments: 

G.  Division  Formally  Begins  DIVISION 

Selection  Process  (In  tandem  with 

request  for  requisition) 

1 . Division  Drafts  Interview  & DIVISION 

Selection  Criteria/Selection  of 
Panel/Submits  to  PTD/HR  for 
review/Division  reviews 

applications 

Comments: 

2.  PTD/HR  reviews  criteria  PTD/HR 


10  d 


5 d ° 


Unknown  □ 


3d  a 


Comments: 

3.  Division  Sets  Up  & Complete  DIVISION  Unknown 
interviews/makes  selection  & 
advise  PTD/HR 


Comments: 

H.  PTD/HR-Processes  Candidate 
Selected 

1 .  PTD/HR  review:-'  selection  made  PTD/HR 


2 


□ Complete 

□ Outstanding 


PROVISIONAL  HIRING 


Comments: 

2.  PTD/HR  requests  Oral 
Authorization  from  DHR 

Comments: 

3.  DHR  gives  Oral  Authorization 
Comments: 

I.  PTD/HR  Processes  Candidate 
Selected  (Offer/ Accept  Offer) 


PTD/HR 


DHR 

PTD/HR 


2d 


Unknown 
6 d 


Comments: 

J.  PTD/HR  Process  Candidate  PTD/HR 

Hiring  (non  medical/drug, 
schedule/complete  paperwork; 
fingerprinting;  2 weeks  notice  to 
current  employer) 


.Comments: 

K.  PTD/HR  Process  Candidate  PTD/HR 

Hiring  - Medical/Drug-schedule 
appointments:  add  2 days 

Comments: 

L.  Start  Work  (should  by  14  - 16  CANDIDATE 

days  minimum  from  beginning  of 

Process  Candidate  Hiring  (K) 
process/add  days  begin  at  the  start 
of  pay  period). 

Comments: 


□ 


□ 


a 


a 


□ 


□ 


